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This issue of Perspectives is devoted entirely to the proceedings of the Annual
Meeting of the Association for General and Liberal Studies which was h eld
at Oklahoma State University, October 18 through October 20, 197 3.

Keynote Address
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The New Context of General
and Liberal Education
The keynote address for the Annual Meeting of the
Association for General and Liberal Studies at Oklahoma
State University, October 18-October 20, 1973,
By

HAROLD

L.

HODGKINSON

During my last association with AGLS in the early 1960's,
I was living much simpler days. Radical thinkers like Herman Kahn
and Daniel Bell had not yet confronted us with "post-industrial
society." Higher education in the early '60s was an industry designed
to produce a highly valued and scarce product in the form of the
college graduate. There were more students wanting us than there
were places, and thus we came to be persuaded that only higher education had the capacity to operate as a filtration system, selecting the
meritorious who would be the leaders of our society in future generations. ( Every society has such a selection or filtration system, and they
are remarkably similar in structure and function, even comparing a
hunting tribe finding the best hunters among the young with a highly
complex western industrialized state. ) The peculiar thing about our
system of deciding who is among the elect and who should be thrown
on the garbage heap, is our almost complete lack of self-awareness
about how the system works.
Today we find ourselves falteringly moving toward a new era,
that of a post-industrial society. If one accepts the fairly conventional
argument that there have been only two revolutionary shifts in the
pa:ttems of human life, the first being a development of controlled
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agriculture and the second the evolution of technology, it is quite clear
that this new pattern of living on the horizon is the most disruptive of
all in terms of its potential for altering human lives. This is because
through the agricultural and industrial phase, work remained at the
core of the nature of human identity, the center of home and family
life, and the fulfillment of human purposes. However, in post-industrial
society, work will begin to lose its hold over man who will have to
seek his personal identity elsewhere. This disjuncture has been beautifully put forth in a report which I belieYe to be the most provocati\·e
one of the decade of the '70s thus far. This is Work in America, a
report to the Secretary of Health, education, and Welfare .* I commend it to you.
This report shows that many of our problems in declining physical
and mental health, greater family and community instability, increasing delinquency, drug abuse, alcohol addiction, and overt aggression
can be traced back to the enormous dissatisfactions we now find in our
current occupational roles, managers and clerks as well as manual
workers. It is not yet clear how the occupational structure can be
modified in such a way as to increase personal well-being and selfesteem, but it clearly is a vital task. It may well be that we are already
looking outside the world of work to find our identity in leisure, recreation, travel, and various other patterns of consumption.
TABLE 1
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT
BY MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS
1950a
37.5
7.5
10.8
12.8
6.4

19606
43.4
11.4
10.7
14.8
6.4

19706
48.3
14.2
10.5
17.4
6.2

1980c
50.8
16.3
10.0
18.2
6.3

Blue collar
Craftsmen, foremen
Operatives
Nonfarm labor

39.1
12.9
20.3
5.9

36.6
13.0
18.2
5.4

35.3
12.9
17. 7
4 .7

32.7
12.8
16.2
3.7

Service
Private household
Other services

11.0
3.2
7.8

12.2
3.0
9.2

12.4
2.0
10.4

13.8

White collar
Professional and technical
Managers, officials, proprietors
Clerical
Sales

*

MIT PRESS, 1973
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
Farm
Farmers and managers
Farm laborers and foremen

12.5
7.4
5.1

7.9
4.2
3.3

4.0

2.7

2.2
1.7

a Persons 14 years of age and over.
b Persons 16 years of age and over.
c Projected figures.
Source: Manpower R eport of the President, 1971, and Statistical
Supplement to the Manpower Report of the President, 1965.

We are then moving into a period in which one identifying characteristic is the lack of faith in all major social institutions. This has
been demonstrated time and time again in one poll after another. We
do not feel that big bureaucracies can solve our most pressing problems.
Even more disturbing is the fact tha t less than half of the people
report a belief that hard work will pay off.

TABLE 2
HARRIS POLL- PERCENTAGE OF AMERICANS
WHO EXPRESS FAITH IN U.S. SOCIAL
AND POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS,
1967 AND 1972
1967

1972

55 %
67 %
62 %
41 %
41 %
56%
73 %

27 %
37 %
27 %
19 %
23%
32 %
61 %

1. Faith in Leadership of Major Business

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Corporations
Faith in Banks and Other Financial Institutions
Faith in the Military
Faith in Congress
Faith in Chief Executive
Faith in the Scientific Community
Faith in Medical Doctors
I So cial

Education, March , 1972 )
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TABLE 3
LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE EXPRESSED
IN AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS
Survey of a Cross-Section of California Adults,
May, 1973 ( Field poll )
Research Scientists
Local Police Department
Medical Profession
The FBI
Consumer Groups
The Presidency
Public Utilities
Supreme Court
Congress
Environmental Groups
News Media ( newspapers, television,
and news magazines )
Universities & Colleges
Organized Religions (Churches )
Public School System
Financial Institutions
Organized Labor
State Legislature
Manufacturing Corporations
Food Companies

*

1 - 7o
58
51
43
43
37
34
33
31
30
30

2- JC
3--1--1-0

27
25
24
23

55

44

40
--1-2
34
--1-8
--1-5
53
--1-8

62

46

13
12

51
51
50
67

9

55

9

52

22

3-

Jc
5

3

7
13
13
1--131

2

17
21
15
17

18
11
28
25
25
34

*
--1-

7
I

2
3
2

5

*
2
2
1

2

16

3
5

30
35

4

6

Less than one-half of one percent.

1-A lot; 2- Some ; 3- Not much; 4- No opm1on.

When Americans stop believing that the future is going to be better
than the present, something drastic has happened to our general mindset. Belief in "moving up" is being seen as the American secular religion. Indeed , there are some who have the feeling that the more we
try to solve major problems through our technology, the more problems we create for ourselves.
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TABLE 4
"Successes" of the
technological era

Prolongi ng the life span
\-\leapons for na tion al
defense

R esulting problems of
being "too successful"

O\·erpopul a tion ; problems
of the aged
H aza rd of mass destruction
through nucl ear biological weapons

M ac hine repl acement of
manual and routine labor

Exace rba ted unemployment

Advances in comm ~rnication
and tra nsportation

Urbaniza tion ; "shrinking world";
vulnerability of a complex society
to breakdown ( natura l or
d elibera te)

Efficiency

D ehumanization of the world
of work

Growth in the power of
systematized knowledge

Threats to privacy and freedoms
( e.g., surveillance technology,
"bio-engineering") ; "knowledge
ba rrier" to underclass

Affiuence

Increased per capita environmental
impact, pollution, energy shortage

Satisfaction of basic
needs ; ascendance up the
" need-level hierarchy"

Worldwide revolutions of " rising
expectations"; rebellion against
" non-meaningful work"; unrest
among affiuent students

Expanded power of
human choice

Management breakdown as regards
control of consequences of
technological applications

Expanded wealth of
developed nations

Intrinsically increasing gap
between have a nd have-not nations

Development of prepotent
high-technology capability

Apparent economic necessity of
continuous war to use up the
output of the "megamachine"

( From Willis Harman)
These individuals are becoming influential on the academic scene
and include such scholars as Edward Banfield, Amatai Etzioni, Jacques
Elul, and others. It is important, I think, to realize that American
society has not simply turned against higher education, but that our
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faith in all social institutions has been declining. Although I believe
that this movement has its destructive potential, I do think that it is
fundamentally valuable in terms of what they do and how well they
do it. For example, we have been forced to learn some very important
things about higher education.
One of these is that the amount of extra income a college graduate makes compared to one who has not been to college is declining
fairly rapidly. The college graduate still makes more tha n the noncollege person, but the difference is less than at any time in recent
history. Indeed, at the moment, using 1970 census data, the overlap
in income for a given age cohort among those who go to college and
those who do not, is about 60 percent. Almost as good as years of
education completed for estimating lifetime ea rnings is whether or not
one belongs to a labor union.
TABLE 5
Total Money Income in 1969
Males Ages 35-44

,.

Percent

,..,..,

12.0

I

11.0

I

I
I

10.0

''

•,
'

'.

\

/ With 4 Yea rs \
j of High School
1 Only

9.0
8.0

With 4 Years
of College or
More

,V

7.0

~

I

I

6.0
5.0

•

'

4.0

I
I
I

3.0

I

60 %
Indistinguishable

2.0

\

''

"'
'

''•

' ' ' -.

Thousands of Dollars
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Source: Calculated from U.S. Burea u of The Census, Current Population Reports, " Consumer Income," Series P-60, No. 75,
Dec. 14, 1970.
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Along with this decline in economic reward for the college graduate we must face some important facts about the nature of the
selecting and filtering system we run for the society on the basis of
determining who the "meritorious" are. It appears that the criteria
for advancement through higher education are not those that the
society feels are important. Unlike most countries, we measure the
amount of learning of a student in terms of credits which are based
on time-units of exposure to a teacher. Like it or not, the number
of credits a student has earned in college does not correlate with
his scores on standardized measures of intellectual attainment like the
CLEP; that is, we cannot say that the more credits a student has
earned, the more he knows. In addition, grades-which are supposed
to predict a student's potential for success during what is often euphemistically referred to as "the aftcrlifc"- have been looked at rather
carefully by Edward Shoben in a recent paper: "Perhaps the most
widely shared notion of academic standards as upheld and expressed
by undergraduate grades is that they forecast achievement beyond the
precinct of the college ... unhappily, systematic investigations of this
plausible and attractive contention yield consistently negative results.
In literally 49 out of 50 studies the correlation of undergraduate studies
to indices of postgraduate success is insignificant."
From the earlier work of Learned and Wood, on to the present,
it is quite clear that the way in which we filter and reject people in
higher education is not consistent with the needs of American society.
At the moment, our system seems geared to select people almost exclusi\·ely on the basis of scores on nationally-normed verbal and quantitative tests of intellectual manipulation. For example, a bunch of
second-grade student scores on verbal and quantitative skills will neatly
rank-order so that we can tell who should go to college. Clearly, it is
the top group. However, if we then look at other aspects of American
life that seem to be important-including the ability to plan, forecast,
make decisions, and exercise creative leadership-we begin to see
that our original criteria may need to be modified rather severely. It
docs not appear that people with high academic achievement levels
arc necessarily good at all these other things. For example, intelligence
(I.Q.) and creativity are not the same trait.
The courts are also breaking up our concepts of selection and rejection, both of faculty and students. Griggs v. Duke Power Co. ( 1971)
ruled illegal a company policy that required a high school diploma
and a "passing" score on an I.Q. test for employment and promotion,
as neither criterion could be related to job performance. It is abundantly clear that the B.A. degree will similarly be held to be unrelated to
job performance in many jobs that now require it, meaning that it,
too, is inherently discriminatory. To quote the court in Griggs: "The
facts of this case demonstrate the inadequacy of broad and general
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testing devices as well as the infirmity of using diplomas or degrees
as fixed measures of capability." On the faculty side, consider Armstead v. Starkville District, in which a court ruled illegal a policy of
requiring a master's degree and a specified level of scores on the GRE
for appointment to the faculty, on the grounds that these criteria did
not predict job performance. ( Clearly, the courts will not share our
pride in the number of our faculty who possess the doctorate, unless
we can show that possession of a doctorate is indispensable for teaching success. Next question: Are accreditation procedures and standards
-percent of faculty with doctorates-illegal? Answer: Probably. And
what of the employer who says that he prefers liberal arts graduates
and broadly educated people? Probably illegal. )
It is indeed ironic that the supporters of non-traditional study
programs are applauding the increasing diversity of ways in which
people can accumulate grades and credits (which do not relate to
one's success after leaving college ) and degrees (which will mostly be
shown to be illegal ) as criteria for employment. The movement perhaps represents a radical opening up of an obsolete system of selecting
and sorting people. One wonders why equal amounts of energy and
PR are not going into developing better testing, grading, and credentialing procedures.
Most social institutions throughout human history have maintained their prestige and power by isolating certain kinds of specialized
knowledge and saying that it is theirs alone to distribute, from the
milita1y commander to banker to priest. In times of rapid social change
like our own, the walls become permeable and specialized knowledge
tends to leak out into the general population. ( In some ways, this is
a definition of revolution. ) For example, you can now walk into virtua lly any statione1y store in the country and buy, for 10 to 20 cents
each , standard legal forms like wills and bills of sale that in the past
could only be made up by lawyers. The reason that the Whole Earth
Catalog stands as such a radical document in our time is the audacious
suggestion that within its pages people can find knowledge by th emselves in order to accomplish the educational goals they wish to attain,
without submitting themselves to any professionalized bureaucracy.
Thus, Illich is right (but for the wrong reasons ) in saying that society
is becoming de-schooled, in that education is now seen as being too
important to be left for the educators. But it must a lso be said that
we are also becoming de-lawed and de-mechanized and de-doctored in
-exactly the same way. This dis-aggregation of institution-based knowledge seems to me to be the key and most revolutionary element 111
determining the future of our society.
The notion that educational functions can only be performed 111
schools is absurd . There is no reason why museums, concerts, travel,
movies, and a wide range of other societal organizations and activi-
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ties may not have an educating component. The most radical notion
floating around right now is that much specialized professional knowledge can now be made available to any amateur who wants it. Indeed,
some estimates indicate that by 1976 there will be about 9.4 million
Americans in undergraduate and graduate study, and 82 million
America ns engaged in some non-traditional study past high school
which will not involve their work in a college or university.
TABLE 6
THE LEARNING FORCE ( 1940-1976 )
(Millions )

1940 1950 1955 1960
I. The Educational
Core
.7
2.0
2.7
1. Pre-primary
1.3
Elementary
2.
20.5 21.0 26.0 29.1
3. Secondary
7 .1
6.5
9.3 13.0
-1-. Undergraduate 1.4
2.4
2.4
3.2
5. Graduate
.1
.2
.2
.4
Sub-Total

1965

Current
Estimates
1970 1976

3.1
32.0
16.8
4.9
.6

4 .4
32.3
19.8
6.5
.8

5.5
30.0
22.1
8.3
1.1

31.4

39.9

48 .4

57.4

63.8

67.0

8.2
2.5

10.2
3.5

10.9
3.5

13.0
4.0

2. 7

3.4

3.5

3.9

4.8

5.1

14.5
7.8
2.8
5.0
5.0
9.1

21.7
9.6
5.1
5.7
7.5
10.7

27.4
18.1
7.0
6.7
10.0
13.2

Sub-Total

17 .3

31.4

23.0

28.3

44.2

60.3

82.4

III. The Leaming
Force
( 1 + 11 )

47.1

53.3

62.9

76.7

101.6

124.1

149.4

29.8

II. The Educational
Periphery
6. Organizational
7. Proprietary
8. Anti-Poverty
9. Correspondence
10. TV
11. Other Adult

4.5
.01
6.8

This includes the new educational bureaucracies at IBM, Xerox, Raytheon, and Kodak. It also includes the regents' degree in the University of the State of New York, which is offered not at a college at all,
as well as the Arthur D. Little Corporation, a private industrial con93

suiting firm in Massachusetts which is now enabled to offer the master's
degree in business administration. All of these trends indicate the disaggregation of education from the single institution of the college
or university and the spreading of educational functions around
through other institutions in the society.
Also clearly at work today is the strong tendency to separate
teaching and learning from examining and credentialing, on the
grounds, now supported in law, that an individual should be allowed
to der.1onstrate what he can do and what he knows, even if he has
not been through a particular educational system. To argue that certain experiences are of inestimable worth in and of themselves, even
without any way of demonstrating this utility because of some ineffable
benefit the experience passes on to the student, cuts almost no ice today-whether the activity in question is the taking of a course in a
foreign language, the taking of a course in statistics, a general education sequence, the establishment of a four-year period of residency for
the B.A. degree, etc. ( All are usually defended on the rationale we
often fall back on in higher education-that suffering is good for you
and builds character.)
Let us propose that we take this issue seriously and begin investigating in a systematic way what value we do add to students during
our jurisdiction over their lives. There is some data that gives us some
clues as to the effects of college on undergraduate students even when
using data from diverse institutions. Chickering discovered the following in comparing freshmen to seniors: "Despite these dramatic differences among the institutions and among the students attending them,
when the 1965 freshmen who were ready to graduate in 1969 were
retested, several major areas of change were found at virtually all the
colleges: increased autonomy, increased awareness of emotion and
impulses and increased readiness to express them, increased personal
integration, increased aesthetic sensitivity and an interest in the arts
and humanities, increased tolerance for ambiguity and complexity, increased religious liberalism, and decreased concern for material possessions and practical achievement. These changes occur at highly
organized institutions with numerous regulations and close adult supervision. They also occurred at a 'student-centered' college with little
overt structure, few regulations, and minimal adult supervision."*
However, although the evidence is less clear, it appears that 18to 21-year-old individuals in our society who do not go to college also
show these same patterns of growth and development, although to a
lesser degree. Thus what we may be doing is simply intensifying something which is present in the natural processes of growing up in
America.

*

Quoted in Stephen Withey, A Degree and What Else? (New York: McGrawHill, Carnegie Commission Series, 1973).
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TABLE 7
"Quality" I-Measured at Output:
Measure
(A )
Students
In

Students

I

Out [:)!
(A )

=

"Quality"

In I, quality of input determines "quality" of program.

"Quality" II-Growth ratio of output over input:
Measure
(A)

Measure
(B)

-AB = "Quality"

(Value-added )

In II, Quality of input does not determine quality judgment of
program.

!

_!_
A

for each major (GRE subject tests )
for general education (all students or by majors )
(GRE area tests )

One example of the change in expectations of today's youth is contained in the Yankelovich survey of over 400,000 high school students
in 1960 and repeated in 1970. In the 1960 survey a majority valued
"job security" and "chance for promotion" as important, while in 1970
the most important shift was to "freedom to make my own decisions"
and "work that seems important to me." They want interesting work
and the chance to grow on the j'ob. It is important to realize that the
high school students' perceptions of college may have shown a similar
change during the decade-certainly more (perhaps 20 %) would like
more opportunity to determine the direction of their education. (Many
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high school programs now have their students reading the books that
used to be the exclusive province of the first two years of undergraduate work. In addition, today's students in college are not encountering
the "classic" curriculum of the freshman-sex and liquor-for the
first time, as girls are now reaching puberty at 11.5 compared to 16
at the turn of the century. ) Many students are not going directly on
to college from high school, as can be seen in the drastic revisions of
the Carnegie Commission projections on future numbers of college
-students. By 1980, the age cohort of 17- to 21-year-olds will decline, indicating that higher education will get a declining percentage of a declining number, unless it attracts large numbers of over-21 people.
We will have to develop some new notions of general and liberal edu-cation for these new age groups.
All of this is producing some important changes in our concept
-0f an undergraduate degree, including more degrees given by institutions other than colleges, more students attending several institutions,
more students not enrolled for degrees at all , more contract learning
models and modular arrangements, variable time units, credit by
examination, more use of adjunct faculty, and some new definitions
of the major. Indeed , many institutions are beginning to look seriously
at their departmental structures to see if the production of "majors" is
the best way in which they can add value to students' cognitive and
affective lives.
We can say with some confidence that institutions of higher education will survive if they have clearly focused missions, programs that
dearly reflect this mission, and "add up" to it, and that have some
1imit to student diversity (sadly, some homogeneity seems to be needed
for any feeling of campus community ) . Cooperative relations with
other institutions, measures of cost effectiveness that relate to program
and mission, diverse leadership patterns that tap the abilities at all
1evels of institutional participation, standards of performance plus a
variety of ways of meeting and preparing to meet these standards, and
structures that make all these dimensions possible- this all sounds very
monolithic and coercive, but it certainiy does not have to be. Minnesota Metropolitan and Empire State do not seem to me to be monolithic, and even though Mars Hill, Sterling College, and Alverno require a competency-based curriculum, the fact that a student may attain these competencies in a variety of ways actually frees the student
to a greater diversity of activity in his own life as a student.
Another trend that is vital to higher education is the new federal
and state interest in giving money to students rather than to institutions. Does this mean that general education is doomed , drowned in
the tide of institutions rushing to pander to the vocational whims of
adolescents? My guess is probably not. We have had one large scale
voucher experiment already in the form of the GI Bill, all evidence of
96

which indicated a smashing success. Several states, such as Pennsylvania, now have tuition scholarships which can be taken out of state.
What this trend does indicate is that today's students are more
able to vote with their feet than ever before. Therefore, our required
courses, both in the concentration and out, should be easily justified as
requirements. Our distribution course systems should also have a better rationale than "take 20 credits of this area; it's good for you."
Dormitory regulations should be consistent with the objectives of the
institution, and clearly so.
General education programs in the past have tended to be somewhat on the monolithic side, from the Great Books notion begun at
Chicago through the concept of formulated synthesis begun with the
Harvard "Redbook" report, General Education in a Free Society. The
more recent concept of environmental immersion in which we put a
student out in a ghetto because it is automatically good for him, and / or
the concept of distribution whereby we say that if a student takes 15
of these and 20 of those a bell will ring and he will be generally educated, also have a totalitarian ring.
What seems to me absolutely essential now to general education
is increased individualization of the educational process, and linking
general education to some concept of human growth, including work,
family, and re-creation. It means looking seriously at some of the
dimensions of ideology which we may wish to try to reinforce in our
efforts at general education and making some conscious decisions as
to which of these seems most useful to us in the future. In addition,
we have to try to modify our previous thinking to take into account
the needs and interests of those over 22 and under 70, who may well
become a major force in the educational population in the next
decade. Clearly, columns 3 and 4 in Table 8 represent the industrial
view of the world, whereas column 2, and perhaps column 1, represents what Bell and others refer to as the post-industrial motif.
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TABLE 8
SOCIAL AND POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES MAY EMPHASIZE:
( 1)
"Transcendence"

(2)

" Im pulse"

(3)
"Reason"

(4)
"Conscience"

(5)
"God's Will"

( Leading To, At Best, A Reasonable Emphasis On)

<.D

CX)

Spirituality
Perspective
Pan-Humanism
Idealism
Altruism
Mysticism
Detachment
Reverence

Freedom
Spontaneity
Creativity
Perceptiveness
Participation
Sensory Awareness
Self-Actualization
Joy and Love

Rationality
Moderation
Thoughtfulness
Meliorism
Flexibility
Calculation
Planning
Prudence

Loyalty
Dedication
Tradition
Organization
Order
Obedience
Self-Sacrifice
Justice

Revealed Truth
Dignity
Salvation
Righteousness
Eschatology
Worship
Awe
Submission

(But With A Corresponding Potential For A Pathological Degree Of)
Dropping Out
Passivity
Mysticism
Cultism
Unworldliness
Superstition
Withdrawal
( From Herman Kahn)

Permissiveness
Impulsiveness
Anarchy
Lawlessness
Chaos
Nihilism
Violence

Abstraction
Theory
Rationalism
Indecision
Dehumanization
Scientism
Dogmatism

Authoritarianism
Rigidity
Righteousness
Despotism
Sadomasochism
Punitiveness
Fanaticism

Bigotry
Fanaticism
Righteousness
Dogmatism
Hypocrisy
Superstition
Passivity

Others will consider column 2 to be childlike. However, column 2 is
also interesting in its relationship to the work of Abraham Maslow, who
has described the same characteristics of column 2 as the upper levels
of human value attainment, to be acquired only after one has satisfied
the basic physiological needs of food, shelter, and reproduction, plus
the need for security and belongingness. (To return to our earlier concern with the study Work in America, one of the primary sources of
security and self-identity is in one's work role-and yet often we deprive young people from any access to that role until they reach
age 18.)
TABLE 9
ABRAHAM MASLOW'S HIERARCHY OF NEEDS

SELF ACTUALIZATION
Truth
Goodness
Beauty
GROWTH NEEDS*
Aliveness
( Being values )
Individuality
( Metaneeds )
Perfection
Necessity
Completion
Justice
Order
Simplicity
Richness
Playfulness
Effortlessness
Self Sufficiency
Meaningfulness
Self Esteem
Esteem By Others
Love & Belongingness
BASIC NEEDS
Safety and Security
(Deficiency needs )
Physiological
Air, Water, Food, Shelter, Sleep, Sex
The External Environment
Preconditions for Need Satisfaction
Freedom, Justice, Orderliness
Challenge (Stimulation)

*

Growth needs are all of equal importance ( not hierarchical )

Source: Goble, F., The third force: The psychology of Abraham
Maslow. New York: Grossman Publishers, 1970, p. 50.
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TABLE 10

0
0

Level

Basic
Value
System

Existential
State* In
Lettered Names

8

Experiential

H-U

7

Existential

6

Moti vational
System

Mean s
Values**

End
Value**

Experience

Experiencing

Communion

G-T

Existence

Accepting

Existence

Sociocratic

F-S

Affiliation

S ociocent ricity

Community

5

Materialistic

E-R

Independence

Scientism

Mat erialism

4

Sacrificial

D-0

Security

Sa crifice

Salvation

3

Exploitive

C-P

Survival

Exploitation

Powe r

2

Traditionalistic

B-0

Assurance

Tradit ionalism

Safety

Reactive

A-N

Physiological

No Conscious Value System;
V a lues Purely Reactive

* A-N: A Physiological System; B-0 / H-U: Psychological Systems.
** Underlined Values: Primary Orientation of Each Value System.
(From Clare Graves )

In our society, first one goes to school, then one works, and then
one has leisure. One could argue that mixing these up would be a
very desirable thing, so that perhaps the child labor laws which prevent the 10- to 15-year-old from doing and knowing anything at all
about the world of work may actually retard our educational attainments. Indeed, if one needs work of a productive kind in order to
feel a sense of self, it makes the job of general and liberal education,
which presumably is trying to move people toward the top of Maslow's pyramid, far more difficult if not impossible until that level of
security ( often through work) has been attained. Although the Maslow
model gives a general notion for the developmental patterns of humans, it does not easily translate into the specifics of general educational programs in colleges and universities, although there are some
programs that seem to follow his theories.
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TABLE 11
PROVISIONAL CHART OF UPPERCLASS PROGRAMS
YEARS

Showing Models of Work-Stud y Plans in the Three Dimensions

,- - FIRST

FIRST YEAR PROGRAMS
Preliminary Evalu ation and Design of Upperclass Programs
SECOND

I

INTERCUL TURAL
Socia l Sciences
Humani ti es, Natural
Sc ience, Technology

LIFE CYLES

DYNAMI CS OF LEARNING

Courtship

Environment and
H e redit y
Psychod ynamics of Mind
Interd ependence
Labs in Human Growth
C linica l Assignments
Personality Testing

Child Raising
Interacti on

Social Research
Techniques
Language

Fieldwork

0

""

INTERPERSONAL

THIRD

J
I

U RBANIZATION
Pl a nned Change
Ecology
Technological
Revolution
Social Power

I

Social and Clinical
Disciplines, Humanities,
Natural Sc ie nces

CONTE MPORARY MAN

INTERNATIONAL
Social Sciences
Hu maniti es, Natural
Science. T echnology

Science, Art
Engineering

DEGREE

Political Organization
Technical Development
C rea tive Arts
Social R esearch
Techniques
Language

J
I

OTHER
Special

CU LTURAL INTEGRATION

Fieldwork
MODERNIZATION

Love an d Hate
Stress an d Anxi e ty

Sustained Growth
Internation al Relation s

Man As Creator
M an As Communica tor

Ideological Change
Leadership

J

I

MAJOR

J
l

THROUGH
CROSS
REGISTRATION

I

J
COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION
Prepa ration for Individual Proj ects or Internships

FOURTH
Extended Work-Stud y
Projec t in U .S. or
Ove rseas

Extended Project
or Internship in
Social Se rvice Agencies

Extended Overseas
Project or Inte rnship
in International Agency

ANALYSIS
WRITTEN REPORT

ANALYSIS
WRITTEN REPORT

ANALYS IS
WRITTEN REPORT

EVALUATION OF REPORT AND ACADEMIC PROGRESS
EN D

CROSS
REGISTRATION

The major change that must take place is to cease perceiving the
general education program as one of two neatly compartmentalized
segments of a student's undergraduate career, the other being the
"major" in which he specializes. The student must be seen as a totality
and the work which he commits himself to on an individualized intrinsic basis which deals with development of his own particular cognitive and affective styles and goals may become a far more effective
general education "program" than was ever accomplished by the
"specialized" department of general education ( always something of
a contradiction in terms) .
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TABLE 12
PRELIMINARY FIRST YEAR PROGRAM: INTERCULTURAL-INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION

THE INDIVIDUAL IN A WORLD OF CHANGE
Introduction to Group Dynamics
OPENING RETREAT
Seminars (Concept Development)

Lab '.lratories ( Experience Development)

Ohoose Specific Topics

Form Group Interactions

Developing A Cognitive Map

.......

..,.
0

Special
Group Ac tivities

Kinshi·p Association
Community Development

Psycho-Cultural Adaptation
Lab in Personal Growth

Patterns of Wealth Distribution

Family Life Configuration

Culture Matrices:
Technology and Secularization

Power and Status in Social Control
Subcultural Identifications
Encounter

EXTENDED INDEPENDENT STUDY PROJECT

PROGRAM EVALUATION
INTERIM PROJECTS

TABLE 12 (Continued)
PRELIMINARY FIRST YEAR PROGRAM:

PERSONAL-INTERPERSONAL DIMENSION

THE INDIVIDUAL IN A WORLD OF CHANGE
Introduction to Group Dynamics
OPENING RETREAT
Seminars ( Concept D evelopment)

Laboratories ( Experience Development)

Choose Specific Topics

Form Group Interactions

Global Man

Special
Group Activities

Environment and Communication

......

0
u,

Personality Formation

TUTORIALS,
INDEPENDENT
STUDY

Contemporary Social Interaction
Lab in Personal Growth

Interdependence

Verbal and Nonverb. Communication

Leaming Theory

Interaction Feedback Processes
Human Interdynamics
Dialog Bet. Communication & Subject
EXTENDED INDEPENDENT STUDY PROJECT

PROGRAM EVALUATION
INTERIM PROJECTS

H arold L. Hodgkinson-From Johnston College

However, this will require a level of faculty competence and
professional sophistication in the advising processes ( particularly diagnosis) which relatively few faculty have even considered attaining.
It is relatively clear to me that this is the direction in which general
education must be conceived, given the great future diversity of students by age, mobility, level of sophistication, interest, and the rapid
increase in the range of educational activities which now exist for
many students.
My own view is that the battle line between liberal and technical
curricula is creating a useless war. It is based on what is taught, while
the real curriculum is what is learned. It is a commonplace to observe
that anything can be taught (learned ) technically, including Shakespearian sonnets and the Berlioz Requiem. Every student needs both
education and training, as long as he knows which is which.
Learning contracts, the growth of faculty with professional advising skills, off-campus field experience programs for credit, and credit
by examination all lead to a view of general education which puts the
student at the center, surrounded by a vast ring of resources which he
or she can put together in rather unique packages of content and
sequence. When a student takes a course need not be an arbitrary
decision. This does not mean a lowering of "standards," but rather
an individualizing of them. It means an integration of work and classroom experience, integrated by the student with the help of a skilled
adviser. Perhaps it means a return to the general and liberal education
of Socrates, whose teaching strategies focused on Athens-the city of
which he and his students were members. We too can develop enormous interests in students' values by investigating our cities, our surroundings. Indeed, the past can be richer when informed by knowledge of the present, as William Irwin Thompson has demonstrated so
vividly in his fine book, At the Edge of H istory.
We need, then, to think of teaching (communicating), advising
(di agnosi ng ) , and testing (credentialing) as separate entities, to be
integrated into each student's particular combination of needs, interests, skills, and background, in order for the content of general and
liberal education (what the student knows and feels ) to become vital
again. Legislators and donors understand this, and many will support
it, if the professoriate will. Perhaps it's time we all did.

O=====
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Concurrent Session l

00

•Do
The University of Utah's Program
of General Education
*The concept of general education has been with us for decades, of
course. On our campus, as on many, it im·o h-ed a core of course
material that every undergraduate student was expected to comp lete,
in addition to the requirements of his major field. At Utah, the General
Education Program was to be completed by the student usually ,,·ithin his first two years. In fact, the student ,,·as dually enrolled in both
General Education and in his departmental major until he completed
the General Education requirements. ( We were very serious about it
in those years-that would have been about 19+8 up to about 1968. )
This General Education Program consisted of t,,·o kinds of requirements, specific requirements and area requirements. The student
needed to take specific courses in English Composition, Speech, Physical Education, and Health Education . He also had to meet the requirements in four areas-the Humanities, the Social Sciences, the
Biologica l Sciences, and the Physical Sciences.
When this program was created in the early l 9+0's, it must ha,·e
seemed a ,·cry rational solution to the elite young scholars who were
then seeking admission to our campus country clubs. But by 1965 an
uneasiness concerning general education was developing in our campus

*

I n order to present an idea of the course which the University of Utah
has fo ll owed in regard to general education, Professor Gordon first read a
portion of a paper which he had presented at a meeting of the American
Association for Higher Educati on in 1970. See what he said in 1970 , and
then see what kind of prophe t h e was in terms of what is happening today.
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community. The Cniversity's presug1ous Policy Committee was wisely
gi,·en the assignment to e\'aluate the General Education Program and
make recommendations for its imprO\·ement. I say '•\\'iscly" because
at this point in time there had not yet appeared the demonstrations
of student unrest on campuses acrnss the country. (This apparent ,,·isdom may stem from over a century of almost dcfensi,·e insistence at
the Uni,·ersity of Utah that it m:-iintain academic excellence and freedom in a valley sometimes described as authoritari:-in .) For the next
t,,·o years the Policy Committee conducted its study, including inter\'ie,,·s ,,·ith a cross-section of both students and faculty. They concluded
that general education was here to stay, but they reported certain
consistent complaints. In particular, the students felt that the General
Education Program ,,·as merely a hurdle, requirements to be filled
before one could really pursue the major course ,,·ork ,,·hich interested him . The courses seemed to carry the stigma of being rnerehintroductions to special disciplines :ind hence ,,·ere not seen as timely
or rele,·ant to the issues of the day. The program appeared to be
parental and rigid \\'ith exemptions or \\'ai,·ers rareh· granted . Finally.
the program seemed to be st:-ifTed ,,·ith lefto\'Cr teachers- either regular faculty ,,·ho \\'ere not alin' to the research and publication push.
or graduate students in need of support money. The Policy Committee
made one specific recommendation for an administrati,·e change. but
proposed no specific curricular changes other than to recommend that
a General Education Council be created to de,·ise such changes.
The administrati,·e change has prO\·ed to be an important one.
The Director of General Educ:-ition. as he had been called, \,·as removed from a position in the College of Letters and Science and
a\rnrded the full status of Dean of General Education. The General
Education Council \,·as assigned to him and \\'as to consist of faculty
members from the Uni\'ersity at large. Further. the Dean of General
Education \\'as no longer to be responsible for pro,·iding counselors
for students' first t\,·o years. (This function was split ofT to a ne\,·ly
created Dean of Academic Counseling. ) For the first time on our
campus. then. there appeared a dean charged \,·ith the responsibility
of creating an undergraduate curriculum in general educ:-ition- and
for the first time this curricular assignment was accompanied \,·itl1
a budget. So this curricular reform ,,·as to be backed \,·ith pm,·er. both
administrati\'Cly and budgetarily.
Let us no\\' pause at the year 1967 and examine the forces at \,·ork
to maintain the status quo ,·ersus the abo,·e-mentioned ne\,·ly-found
po\,-er of a Dean of General Education and his Council. The disciplinary departments \,·ere a strong force on our campus. During the
preceding t\,·o decades. nearly e,·ery department had firmly established
at least one of its introductory courses into the General Education
Program, gi,·ing the course a guaranteed capti,·e audience of stud ents.
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and g1nng the derartment an opportunity to recruit majors. \Vhy
should any departn, :: nt want to give up such assurances for the cause
of creating new courses or meddling with the General Education requirements' Further, as student enrollment increased in these required
courses, it gm·e the department job opportunities for its graduate students as teaching assistants and so forth. Another powerful force
dewloping O\'er the years resided in the four General Education area
committees, inhabited mainly by department chairmen. Each of these
committees determined which departmental courses were to be included in the area requirements. They had become comfortable with
their decisions and saw no reasons to change. Still another force rested
" ·ith the General Education counselors, who saw it as their duty to
ir.sist that students fill the requirements in the first two years.
Fortunately, the administrati\'e change recommended by the Policy Committee, then approved by the all-po\,·erful Faculty Council,
remowd the po\1-cr of the General Education counselors by placing
them under another dean. The new Dean of General Education and
his Council simply dissoh-ed the area committees by ne\·er reappointing
them. This left the departments and their chairmen to be dealt ,,·ith,
hopefully in a manner which would elicit their cooperation and not
their condemnation. The General Education Counci l began its deliberations with the assumption that there now really was no general
education program and a new one \,·as to be il1\·ented. They called a
meeting of all department chairmen and asked them to be thinking
creatively-to propose to us the \,·ildest courses they had eH'r imagined
or wanted to construct. In the meantime , the General Educatio,1
Council asked itself if there was any specific course that was absolute ly
necessary for every undergraduate student. \\'e finally decided that
English Composition was the only such course, and ,,·e weren't too
col1\·inced that it was absolutely necessa1y for ewry student. This
meant the elimination of requirements in such specific areas or courses
as Speech, Health Education, and Physical Education. (As could be
expected, these particular departments promptly became our opponents
when we later submitted our new program to the Faculty Council
for its appro\'al.)
Then the Ge·neral Education Council began to examine the concept of area requirements. The four areas in past use still had a certain logic, e\·en if only a logic of tradition. Yet to retain the original
four areas might also mean retaining the rigidity of the past course
ofTerings. We tried creating our own new bins and sorting the \·aried
academic material of the University into these bins. \\'e soon became
engaged in what C. P. Snow would term the conflict of two cu lturesthe hard sciences versus the humanities. Need the student in one of
these be exposed to material in the other? We finally compromised .
We created five areas of subject matter with the stipulation that the
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student must do work in four out of the fi,·e. Actually we split the
traditional Humanities area into two parts, \ Vestern Civilization and
Fine Arts. The remaining three areas were enlargements of the traditional remaining three areas-Social and Behavioral Sciences, Life
Sciences, and Physical Sciences. By allowing a student to satisfy his
General Education Program with the completion of work in only four
of the five areas, we essentially endorsed a slight specialization in general education. We expected that a student would complete at least
one of the four areas by the work done in his major ( and had no
problem with that ), leaving three more areas, one of which might
still be quite closely related to his major. Yet, even if a. student opted
out of the Physical Sciences, he ,,·ould still catch the essence of the
hard sciences through his work in the Life Sciences area. Similarly,
if a student opted out of \ Vestern Ci,·ilization he ,,·ould still catch an
historical perspecti,·e in either the Social and Behavioral Sciences area
or the Fine Arts area. Most importantly, such a plan was remO\·ing
some of the rigidity complained of by the students. No\\' at least the)'
could leave something out.
Having not yet heard anything vet)' imaginati,·e from the department chairmen ( in fact, hearing practically nothing ), ,,·e called for
fi, ·e half-day meetings with department chairmen during the summer
of 1968. Each of these half-day meetings ,,·as dernted to a separate
one of our fi,·e ne\\' areas. Every department head ,,·as im·ited to
every session since ,,·e wanted to break do,,·n the traditional barriers
felt by departments and supported by the former area committees .
Ideas for new courses and interdepartmental sequences began to
emerge from these summer meetings. It seemed ,,·e had com·incC'd them
that the old program ,vas indeed finished , and that the old barriers
were dissolved.
Another debate ,,·ithin the GC'neral Education Council \\'as no,,·
beginning to de\'Clop around the best procedure for a student to receive material within an area. It ,,·as agreed that an area should be
considered complete ,, hen the student had taken three courses ,,·i thin
it- but three courses how chosen? One could argue that the three
courses should be planned and taken sequentially by the students. Ow,
could also argue that each student should pick his O\rn three courses
from a cafeteria assortment. In either case, ho,,· "·ould good teaching
b~ guaranteed? We compromised in a bicameral fashion by prO\·iding
both solutions-t\\'O alternati,·e routes for satisfying the three courses
i11 an area. Route A was to be a three quarter sequence. hopefully
interdepartmental. and funded by the Dean of General Education.
Route B was for the student to pick three instructors from a list pro,·ided in each area and to take a course from each of them. \\' e
planned to place only our best general-education-type faculty in each
of the area B lists. I might as ,,·ell confess in ad,·ance that this pro-
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posed listing of star instructors turned out to be politically impossible.
\Ve finally settled for placing in the B list the names of the courses
they taught instead of listin3" the actual faculty names themselvesgetting agreement in advance that there would be no changes in who
ta ught certain courses. Again we had reached a solution which provided further flexibility for the student in choosing his own pathway.
In addition, we had opened the door for the development of a new
interdepartmental effort in the creation of relevant courses to be
financed by new money from the Dean of General Education. Further,
we had our foot in the door for using only the better faculty in these
undergraduate courses.
To give today's student even more freedom in choosing his general education program we formed two additional policies. First was
a policy for awarding credit in General Education areas by satisfactorily passing a well-standardized examination in the area. We
chose the examinations in the College Level Examination Program
(CLEP ) . The policy declared that a student could earn up to 48
hours of credit by such examination, which could be accomplished if
he passed with a sufficient score in four areas. We would also allow a
waiver in one or more areas for a less satisfactory score. The second
policy encouraged students to write their own programs if they had
something better in mind. This could consist of relevant work done
off-campus or abroad, or it could consist of courses already available
on campus. The student would be required to submit his proposal for
the approval of the Dean of General Education , who was instructed
by the General Education Council to act as grand lama with as liberal
an attitude as possible.
This new program was approved by the Faculty Council and
placed in operation in the autumn of 1969. We now need to analyze
the politics of that approval and subsequent failure or success of. this
curricular innovation. The battle in Faculty Council for the approval
of this program lasted for two half days of five hours each. The specific
departments whose courses had been eliminated as no longer being required for every student were the first to lose their battle. But they
went down like gentlemen. Generally their course enrollments have
not been seriously affected (and I can still say that in 1973 ) . Students
still opt to take their courses, even though they are not under the
umbrella of General Education. These departments have been invited
to submit courses in any of the areas and have done so. The larger
and longer battles whirled around the issue of the General Education
Council approving only B list courses which were taught by faculty
with a proven flair for general education. The departments challenged
our right and ability to choose such faculty. We settled on a double
veto. The General Education Council could not name a departmental
faculty 1,1ember without the approval of the department and the de-
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partment could not name a faculty member to the General Education
Program without the approval of the General Education Council.
This has continued to be a touchy issue with one or two departments.
It is indeed difficult to determine ,,ho arc the best faculty for teaching general education courses. \\"hat criteria? Popularity? The humorous lecturer? An easy grader? Fortunately, ,,·e did ha,·e some basic
data to work with. Our student gowrnment had already initiated a
course e,·aluation program where at least once a year e,·ery instructor
is rated on a short questionnaire by the students in his classes. In addition, we have built a longer rating sheet which ,,·e ha,·e been using
off and on. With such data we hope to build a solid base for these
difficult decisions that will be agreed upon by both the department
chairmen and the Council.
But have any new courses come forward? Indeed they had by 1970.
Gratifyingly so. This had been mostly true in the A list, the sequence
courses in each area . This was probably a function of the support
money that the Dean of General Education had available for such
courses. Here's what was coming up in 1970. In the \Vestern Civilization area there were two three-quarter sequences in operation. The
first, In tellectual Tradition of the West, was lifted almost entirely from
the old Humanities program where it had been the only successful
interdepartmental sequence in the University. The second was an
interdepartmental effort bet,,·een Economics and History on the topic
oi Revolution and Continuity in Western Tradition. In the Fine Arts
area one new sequence was in operation-and it ,,·as an exciting one.
Titled The Artist in Each of Us, it incorporated the team teaching
efforts of six faculty representing the departments of Architecture, Art,
English Literature, Modern Dance, Music, and Theater. It included
a laboratory experience each week where the students rotated through
the six faculty experts and were encouraged to do their own thing in
each field . The Social and Behavioral Sciences area contained a new
sequence course titled Man: The Individual, Social Groups and Culture, and a second sequence, Richlands and Poorlands: Problems of
Development. The first of these was an interdepartmental effort be-tween Psychology, Sociology, and Anthropology, and the second involved Economics, Political Science, and Geography. The Life Science
area involved two sequences. The first was lifted from the old Biology
program and was rather traditional. The second sequence was built
primarily for juniors or seniors in the hard science area. It was actually
;i bio-engineering sequence, including faculty from Biology and Engineering. The Physical Science area contained a new sequence entitled
Earth and Man, involving the departments of Geology, Geophysics,
and Geography. Another sequence which had not yet gotten off the
ground was to involve a philosopher, an historian, and a physicist.
The B list of departmental individual courses sprouted a few in112

novations. The College of Law started offering undergraduate courses
for the first time, one call ed Law and the Social Process. The College
of Engineering started ofTering a course on the impact of technology
on society. The Psychology Department introduced a new course on
the psychology of social issues. The Sociology Department offered a
course on Understanding Minorities in Utah. At that time, we also
had on the drawing board a course in film study, but weren't quite
sure which area it belonged in. And we were also working on a sequence on the non- vVestern world.
That's the way things stood then as, at the end of that speech in
Chicago in 1970, I said, "In summary, can we analyze why this curricular innovation worked? One factor is certain ly the creation of a
dean whose position parallels that of other college deans and who
has a budget to offer departments who will participate in sequence
courses. Second was the creation of a General Education Council
consisting of faculty who were not committed to their departmental
loyalties. To this Council haYe been added two students at large whose
contributions have been particularly valuable. Third, the time was
ripe . The time for relevant courses, better instructors, and less rigidity
was upon us. The forces at work to maintain the status quo-a nd those
forces were represented by admirable men-were balanced against
the above factors. Change won out. My hope is that the new program
and the forces which brought it about will not themselves become
jelled into the status quo. They must contain their own capacity for
continual change. If the General Education Council and I decide that
our work is perfect and completed, we are in trouble."

Now, three and one-half years later, as I said, I have resigned,
somewhat frustrated , somewhat bored. \Vhat happened? Let's look
at the areas. Remember, one of the options was that you could be
an 80% man instead of a 100% man. Just finish four of the five
areas and we'll put our stamp on your forehead . What happened with
that? Did students simply redistribute themselves across the board?
And did any of the areas suffer when the students were allowed to
choose their courses? You can probably guess which area started losing
students-Physical Science, at least that's the way it was at Utah.
Their enrollments went down-but they didn't go out of business.
They tried very hard to invent some courses in physics and chemistry
that they thought would be exciting but, nevertheless, enrollment in
the physical sciences has dropped. Overall enrollment did not simply
spread out randomly.
On that same topic, the English requirement is probably on its
way out-I would say by next year. The English department seems to
be coming to the conclusion that it may still be that students don't
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perform in composition the way they should when they leave high
school, but that whate\·er we're doing about it isn't helping much.
What about the testing-out option? Has anything happened there?
Oh boy, did something happen there! You may know that the University of Utah suddenly became the largest user of CLEP examinations in the nation , a reputation for which we're not exactly sure we're
proud. Things had just been dribbling along when I mentioned this
in 1970. We were ha\'ing maybe ten or fifteen students a term show up
to see if they could test out in CLEP. By the spring of 1971 it looked
as if there might be some increased interest. I had a chance to go to
Europe that fall to teach for our Business School-a nd when I got back
I found we had a revolution on our hands. There had suddenly been
4,000 freshmen take the CLEP examination. Great panic set forth ,
and when I got back a sort of inquisition took place in the Senate
with me and the Dean of Admissions and Registration about, "\\'hat
ir? the world are you guys doing?" They had appro\·ed the idea of students using CLEP, but they had nc\·e r intended for it to be taken
seriously. \Ve had always stated it in the catalog, but it wasn't until
1971 that anybody read it-and suddenly "somebody" read it, and
started taking the tests . We now ha\'e had about 8,000 students take
the CLEP examination.
The arguments im·olved in this are the arguments you probably
have had on your own campuses. Yes, people ought to be able to test
out. We've always had a Uni\·ersity policy that students could test out
of an area. But the arguments we bega n to hear \,·ere: ''Multiple
choice tests could ne\'er replace essay information" and "Nothing can
ever replace my class" and ''The 35 percentile is ob\·iously too Im,·"
(we had set it at that point, which is equi\·alent to "C" performance.
on the basis of a national sample of college sophomores) and, finally.
"A 'C' may be passing in a course, but 'C' is not passing on examination." These were the kinds of emotional arguments \,·e \,-ere hearing. This \.vas not ewn a matter of data. \ \'hat was not being said.
and of course what was really hurting. was that some of the departments were starting to lose students from the classroom. But this you
couldn't argue about. It was an emotionally charged time . Also , nobody could dare discuss the question of: "vVhat are the criteria for
having succeeded in general education?" How would we go about
proving that a person who had a good score on the CLEP test \\'aS
indeed well-informed in general education? \\'hat \VOuld you compare
it with? There was really no way of soh·ing the issue. So the emotion
was taken care of through politics-by back-patting, by compromise,
and so forth-in order to keep the program, because most of us felt
it was probably still worth keeping. But we decided not to let as many
students through. We lifted the cutting scores on the three different
levels. This satisfied everybody . A certain cutting score would clear
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a person for four hours, but he would still need two more courses. Another cutting score \\'Ould clear him for eight hours-and he would
need only one more course. Another cutting score would clear him
for all three courses, or give him twelve hours in an area. This was
purely compromise-no rational decision involved at all.
Since then I've had a chance to look at some data to see what effect
CLEP is having on the performance of our students in General Education. This is still not the right kind of data, but it's something anyway. For instance, I was curious not about the mistakes in CLEPbut let's take the students who were really bright and received high
scores on CLEP. How did it affect their behavior at the University?
I went to the 1971 students that we could pursue through the following year, and I picked a sample from that group of 4,000 who had
not only gotten some credit by CLEP, but who had also scored above
a 23 on the ACT. These are highly correlated, incidentally. It doesn't
mean it's highly correlated to what you do late in life-but grades do
predict grades, test scores predict test scores, and so forth. But I
wanted to make sure that we weren't just getting accidents, so I chose
a group of students who had scored well in both instances. Then I
wanted to find a comparable group-but you couldn't find a comparable group in 1971. Every kid who had a brain in his head had
taken CLEP. So I went back to the year before, where it was the same
as far as "intelligent" students, but where I could find a control group,
since virtually nobody had taken CLEP in 1970. I picked out a comparable group of students who could have passed CLEP, who were
above the ACT of 23. So I had two equally "bright" groups ( If that's
"brightness." Again the problem is that that's "academic brightness."
It's not creative brightness, it's not planning brightness, it's not forecasting brightness-but at least it's academic brightness.) to check out
to see what had happened to them. How did they perform?
One of the things that you might expect, of course, is that the
people who had passed CLEP would move on into the more advanced
courses more quickly. No such evidence. In studying both these groups
across four quarters, which would be a year and a third, I found no
evidence that those people who got the CLEP "shot in the arm," as
you could call it, started out in any higher classes than the students
from the year before who had not had the CLEP booster. So it doesn't
seem to be affecting this area. I don't know yet whether or not they
graduate any sooner.
Another thing we looked at then was how it affected the enrollment of those students in our General Education Program. Well, as
could be expected, anybody who got credit for English did not take
freshman English. But a couple of other things were not so expected.
For instance, in the Fine Arts area an equal number in both groupsthe 1970 group, and the 1971 "shot in the arm" group---chose to take
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a course. There was still the interest in the Fine Arts area. The CLEP
group usually took one course, but they didn't often go on to take
two or three courses-whereas in the Social Science area they did.
You couldn't tell the difference in the enrollment in Social Science
courses at our school. It's as if CLEP credit didn't exist. There's
something about the Social Science classes that attracts students anyway. Also in the Life Science area it doesn't seem to affect enrollments. But we do find that the Fine Arts and Physical Science areas
are being hurt somewhat by the CLEP examinations. These are the
areas that people at our school will stay away from if they receive
any kind of CLEP credit.
The last thing I looked at, and didn't anticipate at all, involved
staying in school for the four quarters that we were watching them,
through the freshman and into the sophomore year. Would having
received CLEP credit make any difference in whether a person stayed
at the University? Would this give him some sort of a feeling about
himself? And this appeared predictable just looking at the English
performance. Of those students who got English credit and didn't
have to take the course, only about 18 % dropped out by the end of
the fourth quarter. Those who failed the CLEP English test ( remember, they were all bright; that is, they all had above 23 on the ACT )
dropped out at nearly double the rate, about 35% leaving the University in the same period of time . This might suggest that not having
received CLEP credit in English may have been a little discouraging
to these people, who were presumably fairly bright; and that therefore
we have a bit of a drop-out situation. But isn't that what you'd expect? Doesn't CLEP correlate with staying? But that isn't the entire
case. When you get to the Fine Arts and Social Science areas at our
school, it's just the reverse. That is, among students who found out
that they were "good" in either the Fine Arts or the Social Science
areas by having received CLEP credit, more of them were gone by
the end of the fourth quarter. Those who found they weren't so good
in Fine Arts or Social Science were still here.
What kind of meaning does this information have? Does it mean
that these students are transferring? Does it mean, as my assistant suggested, that they have found that their interest in the arts or social
sciences are simply not going to be met at our school? Have they found
out that they're bright and are choosing to do their work or study
someplace else? I don't know. When you get back to the hard sciences,
there is no difference. Having received credit or not having received
credit by these bright people didn't seem to affect their drop rate.
These are some of the intriguing things that we hadn't expected.
Moving to another area, how about this business of students having
their own choice? Well, I have yet to have a freshman walk into my
office and say, "I'd like to write my own general education program."
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I don't suppose the day will ever come. We state this option in our
catalog every year. Our freshman advisors tell every class that comes
in ( and we handle this in very small groups), "Remember, you can
go over and ask to write your own program." But it hasn't happened.
It does happen, though, by the time they get to be sophomores or
juniors. And we do now have a trickle of students going to Europe,
spending a year there, working on general education in a sort of independent way. It does happen in the advanced years. In fact, the University now has a Write-Your-Own-Major program, besides the WriteYour-Own-General-Education program. And we also offer a Bachelor of University Studies degree in which a person can write his own
requirements-and that has an even looser General Education
Program.
How about the courses, the options we were g1vmg in each area,
the B list versus the A list? The B list, you will remember, are the
courses that already exist, but which get on the list because they're
taught by men we want. It's that star list idea. The only problem
that's come up there-or we'd still be doing quite well-is that it's
been difficult to get the student ratings. In 1971 we decided that too
many of us were trying, so the General Education department withdrew to let the students do the whole thing. But in 1971-72 the evaluation information was somehow lost in the computer, and the whole
year's ratings were gone. So in 1972-73 we decided to take control
again and do our own evaluating. We generated a grand short questionnaire-but we're still debating how to best get the information back
from the students. We mailed it to the students' homes with the idea
that it would be returned to us-and after waiting through the entire
fall quarter we finally had a 33% sample back by Christmas. Discouraging to say the least. This year the students have said they're going
to try it again. I'm hopeful that this time they will come through on
this and will get us the ratings we need.
Of the A list, those interdepartmental sequences I was so excited
about in 1970-what happened there? Well, the Intellectual Tradition one, the one we borrowed from Humanities, is stronger than ever.
We can't provide enough sections a year to keep the sequence going.
It is a beautifully integrated effort between Philosophy, History,
English, Foreign Languages, and so forth. But then it always was good.
We can't claim credit for it-we just stole it. And it's simply getting
better. But the Revolution and Continuity course? Gone. The departments could not stay together on it. Some History sequences have
come in. In the Fine Arts area, the Artist in Each of Us course that
I was so tickled about is now gone. We had the six creative people
from the different areas there, and the students were doing such
things as moving in dark rooms, feeling, listening to music and that
sort of thing. But it was way too frightening. (Plus the fact that the
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man who had pulled the thing together left campus. A conclusion that
I'm beginning to come to as I look at our sequences is that those that
remain strong sequences have strong people coordinating and pulling
them together. The sequences that have dissolved have been sort of
"partnerships"-and the partners have agreed to disagree and abandon ship.) Also in the Fine Arts area we do now have a film study
sequence put together by one man. It's existing beautifully-no trouble
with it. In the Social and Behavioral Science area, that wonderful
thing on man, the combined Anthropology/ Psychology/ Sociology
course, is gone. We could never get those three departments to agree
on who was running it. And they simply quit. The Richlands/ Poor/ands course (which was Economics, Geography, and Political Science)
was another case in which I could not get the three departments to
agree on who was running it, and it was dissolved. In the Life Science
area both sequences are still doing well. (They both have single people
heading them.) In the Physical Science area, the only sequence still
existing is the one on Earth and Man which again has a single person
running the amalgamation.
What really has become exciting since 1970 is that because we had
the right to create courses that didn't exist in any department, and
t,.) put the General Education label on them, we have turned out
to be the best inventor of single courses in the University. For instance, when along came the black students, we created General Education courses in "blackness," single courses, not sequences. Chicano
courses, Indian courses, women's courses, environmental courses, survival courses. These are the things that we're proud of. We seem to
have been the vessel for the creating of things that you might not call
general education-but because we have had the entity for creating
~he courses, we've done so. It also has helped our poorly-predictedstudent area, the students we are not quite sure are going to make it,
by the creation, for instance, of new math courses that the Mathematics department didn't want to touch, but which they didn't mind
having us do. And we've seen the creation of courses in concepts of
self for minorities that feel they're not quite ready to handle the
society of college. Also one day I got to thinking that every department
has a course called Independent Study in which students sign up
with an instructor and study on their own. Why shouldn't General Education have one? So I sneaked it by the Senate one year, at the end
of a report, and it's turned out to be a tremendous blossoming area in
General Education.
So we began to have a feeling of innovative power. ( "Maybe some
of these other things didn't work but, by George, we can create
courses!") The "new education" was obviously upon us. \I've were all
aware of the things that suggested changes in classes, changes in times,
and this sort of thing. So we were ready to implement all the new
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ideas that were floating around-and General Education seemed to be
the place to implement them.
When the College of Letters and Science dissolved, broke up into
three separate colleges, they gave up the right to conduct the liberal
education program. So we said, "We'll do it!" In our conceit and with
our new-found power, we were ready to try anything. During 1971-72
we proposed the Inter-College of Undergraduate Liberal Education,
"Inter-College" meaning that we wanted it to be that thing which fit
between the various colleges. We wrote up quite a proposal on undergraduate liberal education, on how we planned to take care of the
"liberal" problem, the fact that undergraduate liberal education hadn't
really been handled well (it seemed to be simply general education
with a broadened concept), that it ought to take care of very specific
things. We presented our program to the Vice President for Academic
Affairs and got nowhere. He simply felt that the time was not right.
It was along about then that I was beginning to get discouraged.
I began to feel that the answer wasn't going to be in General Education, that our Vice President, our administration did not view General
Education as the place where all these innovations ought to take place.
At that time we were looking for a Dean of Continuing Education
(I'd been on the search committee) , and we'd picked two or three
great people for the job, but none of them would come. So I said
I would take over the Division of Continuing Education (which is the
same way I got to be Dean of General Education), because to me,
once again, it looked as if here was the place to start the "open college." So I sort of set General Education aside and I started getting
a proposal ready for the Open College-open to anything, open to all
kinds of ideas about classes, open to any kind of students, sort of the
experimental college, turning Continuing Education into that. I submitted some plans to the Executive Committee of the Senate, but they
looked at them glumly and several of them whispered to me afterwards, "Now is not the time." Utah had been facing a threat from
the State Board of Higher Education about tenure, and the Senate
was uptight as it could be. So I decided to back off on that and look
at General Education again.
Still trying to do something with liberal education, we brought together the ten members of the General Education Council, the three
most powerful deans, four people from the Policy Advisory Committee-in other words, a very involved group-and said, " All right, the
Dean of General Education is going to quit. Now what are we going
to do? What will you recommend in the way of general education?
What will it look like, who will run it?" etc. And so they wrote a
proposal. After months of arguing about what it should look like,
they finally agreed on certain things. They decided it was time that
General Education became a larger thing, that instead of there being
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a General Education Council, there should be a Council on Undergraduate Liberal Education. They weren't sure who ought to lead
it-whether it ought to be another dean among deans, an associate
vice president, or perhaps the Vice President for Academic Affairs.
But at any rate, they took the proposal to the Senate last summerand it was tabled, with the excuse that since the University would
soon have a new president, it would be best to "wait until he gets
here and let him solve the problem." So we had to let that sit.
Back in the Division of Continuing Education I have now taken
over. I have seen that our campus is not yet ready for a separate experimental college. But there is agreement that Continuing Education
can become the agent for the best of the University to be carried
to the non-traditional student. So, in my way there, I'm going to try to
focus on the kinds of tasks that are necessary for the non-traditional
student of today-the one who isn't from 18 to 21, and who isn't going
to sit on our campus for four years-and hope that, through my
subtle devices, I can do for general education over in Continuing
Education what I couldn't do in General Education.
In the meantime, the Council of Academic Deans met once again
on my successor. And they've decided that maybe now is the time
to decentralize general education, to put it into each college where it
can be better integrated with the major-that what really is needed
is careful advising for every student. Then they can individually plan
for each student what the best general education program for him
would be. You can't argue with the philosophical position taken, that
it would be better to have general education make the most sense for
the major a person is in, or that the best kind of advising that ever
happens, as Hodgkinson said, is in an individualized program. But I
think we all chuckle when we realize some of the problems they're
up against. They're going to have difficulty trying to get interdisciplinary efforts going. I had enough trouble-but dean vs. dean, tryin~
to buy people back and forth? Also, students don't enter one college
and stay there for four years and graduate. What's going to happen
to the student who doesn't know what he wants to major in when
he first enters? What's going to happen to the student who, typically,
changes majors two or three times? Which general education program
will he be completing? And faculty are never rewarded, let alone
trained, for doing this kind of advising. Where are they going to get
them? Well, they've created a sub-committee of the deans to help our
committee come up with the final resolution. That's where they seem
to be at the moment.
They did state one philosophy which intrigues me that I'd like to
end with. It was particularly well-phrased by Sterling McMurrin,
who's sort of Old Resident Philosopher on our campus. He used to be
Commissioner of Education in the Kennedy days. Sterling said, and
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the other<. seemed to agree with him, that probably the time has come
to stop acting as if general education is the same as liberal education.
He said, " I'm becoming more and more convinced that simply spreading out and getting generalized in content doesn't necessarily open
the mind for more coping options." So it may be that the solution
they come up with will not necessarily involve some sort of a distri bution requirement in generalizing, that they may try to aim more towards a liberalizing-opening the mind, better coping, and so forth
-which might be different than generalizing. I think they want this,
and I wish them luck.
Oakley
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Austin College's
New Design for Instruction
Austin College is located in north central Texas, directly north of
Dallas about sixty miles, at Sherman, Texas. We have about 1,200
students and about 90 faculty. (The "abouts" are in there because I
want to be very careful about the validity of my statistics, in light of
Dr. Hodgkinson's remarks. But I think those will hold up! ) Percentage-wise, perhaps, this data is meaningful.
We're quite regional in terms of where our students come from.
About 88 % come from Texas, and principally from the major metropolitan regions of the state. About 7% come from bordering states, like
Oklahoma. And that leaves only 5% coming to us from around the
nation and other countries. So we're presently quite regional, although
that is one thing we're hoping to be able to change a bit as we move
ahead.
Scholastic aptitude mean scores don't mean much but, for the
record, for last year's entering class the mean scores were: Women531 Verbal, 550 Math; Men-521 Verbal, 561 Math.
In terms of the nature of the institution, we're an undergraduate
liberal arts college. We offer a pretty full spectrum of concentrations.
We're divided organizationally into three operating areas, the Sciences,
Social Sciences, and Humanities, and offer some 20 to 25 areas of
concentration, pretty much the conventional ones. But we also--and
especially in our new program-have many ways in which students
may individ ualize in their planning and follow through to a degree.
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There is now, as opposed to an earlier time, a mucn greater variety
available to students for designing interdisciplinary concentrations or
programs that fit their needs .
The only post-undergraduate course offered is what we call the
Austin Teacher Program, which is a fifth-year program. The student
takes a degree in one of the disciplines during the first four years, and
then focuses on the development of teaching skills during the fifth
year. It's an exciting program, an innovative program, especially so
since we've done away with all courses, which, for education departments, is really something. In fact, the Austin Teacher Program has
been earning considerable recognition in its own right and is a posi tive driving force aiding the more comprehensive changeover efforts
that we're making to restructure the undergraduate learning environment on our campus.
It is this restructuring that we will be emphasizing in accordance
with the theme of this meeting. Our restructured program consists of
the following six core courses: Individual Development, Communication Inquiry ( or "CI" ) , Heritage of Western Man I, Heritage of Western Man II, Heritage of Western Man III, and a Policy Research program . These courses must be viewed in the context of an attemptpossibly a unique attempt-to change an entire institution. the new
program is called IDEAS, and its prime implementing force is known
as the Total Institutional Project. We are trying very hard to implement an important experiment, using an approach defined by three of
the most important words in the English language when put together:
How do we-?
How do we, as students, as faculty, and as administrators do all
sorts of things together? How do we plan and implement and work
together? In more effective ways? In more constructive ways? In
more efficient and more consistent ways? In other words, how do.we
change an institution?
That's why we have a "Total Institutional Project." The implications and the interrelationships to the governing structure of the
College, to the operating structure of the College, to the evaluation
and reward system of the College, and to the effectiveness of our communication to all of our constituencies require serious attention about
what we're trying to do-and that's very difficult. We're into all of
this at once. Nearly all of the perameters of the institution are in a
state of flux at this time. It is an audacious effort. The very complexity of the implications and interrelationships creates crises. We
keep trying to handle them according to the Japanese meaning for
crisis-i.e., a "threatening opportunity." We win a few and we
lose a few, but the batting average is good, and we feel it's growing.
The style of our implementation utilizes enlightened self-interest
and non-zero-sum-game-theory. Everyone needs to win, students,
123

faculty, and the institution-especially in what they perceive as being
important to them. Thus our efforts require a patient and penetrating search for self-interest, a special self-interest that happens to coincide in direction with the common interest and the general goals.
·when we find that interest we nourish it. \Ve hope for benevolence,
but we work with self-interest. For example, we like the faculty to see
the experiment as an attempt to extend the range of their influence
and usefulness, not to compete with it. And we like the students to
see it as an effort to improve the learning situation, not as a threat
to an already pretty good situation, but rather as a logical next step,
primarily for their benefit, and certainly needing their involvement.
We're entering, in my judgment, the most critical phase of our
effort, implementation. Consensual planning and financial support,
difficult as they are to attain, are still relatively simple compared with
implementation. It's a high risk game viewed one ,vay-and yet it's
in absolute harmony with the six priorities recommended by the Carnegie Commission (October 12th issue of the Higher Education and
National A ff airs Bulletin ) for action for the future. The priorities
identified there were: that there must be clarification of purpose ,
of the goals of an institution; that there must be preservation and
enhancement of the quality of the academic offerings and programs;
that there must be enhancement of the diversity of the programs that
are available to meet the needs of stud en ts; that there must be advancement of social justice, enhancement of constructive change to
new ways of doing things. They also site the achievement of more efTec tive governance, and the assurance of resources and their more efTective
use-the accountability and efficiency thing. Quite seriously ( and this
is probably the reason we have received endorsement in funding of
our efforts), as the Dallas Cowboy nemesis George Allen puts it, "The
future is now at Austin College." We're moving in all these priority
directions for the future right now.
How's it going? Well, we're hopeful to cautiously optimistic.
Frankly, the optimism is based mostly upon subjective opinion, ,vhich
admittedly is soft evidence. More time and harder evidence are needed
to develop a report on the viability of both the process and the
product of the project. Meanwhile, our efforts are highly visible, becoming more so, and we feel the pressure and the responsibility to
perform.
"IDEAS at Austin College"-"IDEAS" being an acronym for
Individual Development: Encounter with the Arts and Sciences-is
the way we're playing that one. And in the new revision , there are
three optional degree plans that a student may utilize to work toward
his bachelor's degree: ( 1) the so-called Basic Program, which in many
aspects can be played out much like the traditional distribution program, except that in terms of requirements it includes only the six
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core courses that we enumerated; ( 2) what we refer to as an Exploratory Sequence, a special program which also includes the core courses,
but moves to more of a negotiated learning contract arrangement that
the student establishes with his advisor or "mentor"; and ( 3) the
Austin Scholars Program which is more the "elitist" program.
An illustration of our shifting emphasis can be seen in the Exploratory Sequence. The idea there is not just the need for variety,
or the need for distribution in terms of so many courses from this area
and so many courses from that area. It is rather to diversify and distribute more in terms of t•ypes of learning. The student and mentor
negotiate the terms of the experiences the student needs to have in
order to reach his goals. Considerations include learning about
methods of investigation that differ from those in the student's own
concentration, developing sensitivity to experience within the framework of academic study, defining the student's orientation to value
systems and religion, while emphasizing skills of communication and
an awareness of issues in communication, and learning more m a
\"ariety of ways about the context in which he lives.
Now let me indicate some of the aspects of how we are implementing these changes. What we have operating is an institutional
project which is helping us to restructure programs and effect change
at Austin College. The Total Institutional Project is funded from
June !972 until November of 1975, with funds coming from both
the National Science Foundation and the National Endowment for
the Humanities. Subheadings? We call the project "Changing Tasks
and Roles in Higher Education" or, more simply, "How Do You
Change an Institution?" The broad project goals, summarized, are
to enhance movement toward individualized learning and to recognize the changing nature of educational tasks, which implies changing
roles for students and faculty to get away from the traditional idea
that teachers teach and students learn.
To give you an idea of the scale of the effort that we're involved
in , we are infusing on the order of $1 ½ million into this effort. Planning goes back over a two-year period preceding the applications
to NSF and NEH for our major funding. Our first funding came
through a Ford Venture Grant and an NEH Planning Grant. And
then, as we moved into the implementation period, both NSF and
NEH responded favorably to our applications for major funding.
( Incidentally, I believe our approach was unique in that we developed
a proposal, making a case for a comprehensive approach on a total
institutional basis, and presented it to both the National Endowment
for the Humanities and the National Science Foundation. It may
be the first time that they have acted together to underwrite this
type of activity.) The NEH Supplement Grant was primarily to help
us with acquisition of media and library materials. The NSF Grant
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was made under the College Science Improvement Program, and is
viewed by the agency as something of a pilot for a new program which
carries the acronym "RULE" (Restructuring the Undergraduate
Learning Environment).
During the early planning phase, we involved both students and
faculty members in task forces to examine a variety of aspects of
the college program, from the rationale and direction of the program
philosophically, down to specific program elements of what to do for
the entering freshmen, and how to involve individuals in the community. And we ran pilot programs, pieces of the new program, and
gained some experience from that. The faculty responded , and were
able to move in the general direction toward which we were aiming.
So we acquired a very strong foundation, a real commitment in terms
of where we were. And I believe that that early planning was highly
significant in the favorable judgment made by the two funding
agencies.
Much of the action is now focused on what we refer to as Summer
Resource Laboratories. Essentially, this means groups of faculty and
students working together intensively for six-week periods in the
summer on very serious planning or changeover efforts . VVe've had two
summers of this now, and we have two summers ahead of us as we
continue to implement the new program and phase out of the project.
About 60 faculty and 40 students have been involved each of the
past two summers, but this will be phasing down as we move through
the next two years . The 1972 Summer Resource Laboratory opened
with a two-week workshop in which students and faculty, through the
use of outside consultants, reading materials, and discussions, looked
seriously at these four issues: ( 1) Changing tasks and roles in education; ( 2) The use of media resources and technology; ( 3 ) Aspects
of non-traditional study-meaning anything other than the lecture
method; ( 4) Evaluation-evaluation of many types- for individual
courses, for Austin College as a whole, for the project, and so on. Following that two-week workshop, we broke into task forces in order
to refine the basic elements of the General Education Program:
Communication Inquiry ( the first course that entering students take )
and its companion course, Communication Leadership; the Individual Development course, which relates to the counseling/ advising
relationship between the student and a faculty member and extends
over all four years; the three Heritage of vVestern Man courses; and
the Policy Research offering. Most of our energies and time had to
be invested in refinement of those courses in order to get ready for
the opening of school in September of 1972, when this whole new
program was to be inaugurated. About 25% of our time, however,
was invested by 16 particular faculty members who were exploring
changeO\·er efforts in a variety of courses- a biology course, a philoso126

phy course, an English course, et. al.-because the nature of the
project's goals touch every course and every program of the College.
So in the summer of 1972, about 75% of our efforts involved the
college-wide core courses, about 25% the individual changeover efforts. This past summer, 1973, that percentage reversed. We continued to refine the six core courses, but we shifted our emphasis to
the others. And in the next two years the emphasis will shift even
more.
As supportive services for the project, and as a continuing part
of the structure of the College, we have three so-called Service Units.
We established these with the project, but they will become permanent. One of these is the Educational Resources Service Unit, which
covers everything relating to media, including the utilization of computer techniques, particularly interactive computing. Another special
unit has been established to help all of us evaluate what we're doing,
through workshops. The objectives of the workshops relate very closely
tu the goals of the Summer Resource Laboratory, including inquiry
into changing tasks and roles in education, the use of media resources
and technology, modes of non-traditional study, and evaluation. And
so we are involved directly in evaluating what we're attempting to
do-reorganization and individualization of content where appropriate, the development and use of modules in various ways, and above
all the general insistence that faculty discover alternative methods to
what they have been doing.
For instance, the way the faculty staffs the CI/ CL course is distinctively innovative. It is set up so that over a three- or four-year
period of time about three-fourths of our faculty rotate in assignments, in and out of that leadership role for the entering course. So
the faculty leader has exposures to new ways of teaching as he plays
out the goals and roles that are involved in the beginning Communication Inquiry course. That is one of the strong impacts. They have
a tremendous range to work within in terms of the strategies that
they may choose to use in order to meet the defined overall goals of
the course. That pride of authorship, that investment in the planning
phase is perhaps one of the most potent forces going in terms of the
interest and the success of this new venture.
Also we should note that Freshman English, as such, has nearly
been replaced. We still have Freshman English available, but perhaps
only 25-30 students or so are involved.
Another distinction is the very early introduction of the students
to a whole variety of media-introduction to the most effective ways
of utilizing various media, from the interactive computer to a film
strip or an audio tape recording, while stressing the student's responsibility in the process.
The mentor relationship, the Individual Development thing, is a
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particularly important aspect of this, too. The relationship begins in
Communication Inquiry. At that time a particular faculty member
becomes the advisor, or mentor, for the student, and as the student
progresses from Communication Inquiry, the relationship with that
particular faculty member is maintained. In fact, the student-mentor
relationship is established for the entire four-year period, even though
the mentor may not necessarily be a faculty advisor in the student's
own discipline. We should point out that the investment of that faculty member's time is regarded as so important that it is the only thing
the faculty member is doing during the first seven weeks of the fall
term. He is totally at the disposal of his twenty freshmen during that
period.
The early introduction to peer teaching roles has great importance, too. The student-to-student interaction in a variety of ways
lets us give serious attention to the blend, the mix, of affective and
cognitive aspects of education.
Another distinctive feature that is seen in our approach is a strong
attention to career planning, particularly through the Individual
Development relationship of the mentor and the student. Together
they examine career alternatives, measure and e\·aluate progress being
made on a periodic basis, and sort out alternatives, giving continuing
attention to personal responsibility, to values, to involvement , thinking
that possibly this style of education may help people in later life to
be involved, to add more personal meaning, more of a sense of personal fulfillment as life goes on. So, again, we have the early emphasis,
and the importance of the emphasis, on developing skills of both a
cognitive and an affective nature. In all, we place an emphasis through
all the core courses on an understanding of the importance of being
vitally concerned with the process of education, as well as with the
content.
These are the distinctive changes we see as we look back o\·er
the last year or two, and forward to where we're going. And we believe we can sustain some momentum in these directions even after
the special funding ends.
Finally, since accountability is one of the big words in all aspects
of education today, we have established a continuing relationship, for
the time of the project, with nine consultants who form an advisory
panel and give us an avenue to accountability. The concept was first
advanced in the final stages of negotiation with the National Science
Foundation. In fact, they promoted the idea. (And because they were
willing to pay for it, we thought it was great!) They advanced the
notion of establishing a panel that would stand , in a sense, between
Austin College and the National Science Foundation, serving in a
consulting role for our program, and serving as the channel of communication, if you will, back to the agency-a "friendly enemy" sort
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of role, as one of the panelists referred to it. I'd like to change that
to more of a "lovers' quarrel" sort of relationship, but time will tell
how that works out. We've only had two meetings, a spring and a fall
meeting. Our next meeting will be in April, the 29th and 30th. So
far, that advisory panel has been tremendously helpful, and we anticipate that it will continue to be as we phase in the new and phase
out the old at Austin.
Frank Edwards
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Concurrent Session 3

Tarrant County Junior College's
Program of General Education
I hate to start out on a negative note, but I must say that it is
entirely possible (and I'll include our programs at Tarrant County
Junior College) that community colleges have probably never tried
general education. General education, of course, has many interpretations and definitions, but the one I'm speaking of we haven't yet
tried.
General education might be considered as that which leads a
learner to a quieter sense of social integration and an awareness and
a sense of his place in the matrix of society. Probably the students
require more than exposure to blocks of knowledge arranged by discipline. The curriculum should probably be constmcted so that interrelationships among bits of knowledge are clarified. It should not be
designed primarily as a preparation for university specialization, and
it probably should stand alone as a contribution to students' knowledge, since it helps them understand their world. Thus, students should
receive something of value even if they never take another kind of
course. I'll be honest with you-that was in the charge given to m e
when I went to work at Tarrant County in Basic Studies. They said ,
"We want you to go teach-that course as if the students may never
take another course in college." This was a rather shocking charge at
that time, to me.
The curriculum in general education probably should be interdisciplinary for two reasons. First, new organizations of knowledge
require a capacity to draw from several existing fields, cutting across
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departmental divisions that have grown up z.round conventional
specialties. And second, we all know that the problems of life do not
always conform to the way academic disciplines have sliced up knowledge and human behavior.
Thus perhaps we should emphasize, as advocated by the Carnegie
Commission in its publication, "Reform on Campus," an approach
of not what all students should know, but of how all students may be
helped to confront large bodies of knowledge and large issues. The
emphasis should be more on a general process and less on a specific
and uniform content: on cultivation of curiosity, on development of
critical abilities, on wider perspectives of self and of cultures, on ways
to approach knowledge. General education, therefore, should be more
concerned with the learner than with the content, I think. So perhaps
it should be reorganized or reshuffled in regard to traditional fields.
Its goals should lead to individual growth in various aspects, and it
should place emphasis on behavior and on social usefulness, as well as
upon intellectual development as an outcome of learning. Since those
of us in the community college often serve a wide clientele with broad
short-term goals, I believe the curriculum must be both a knowing
and a doing curriculum. While it certainly should not be stripped
of its intellectual components, it should be flexible, practical, and
oriented toward individual differences in the students rather than toward conformity to academic subject matter.
Of course as all of us probably know, general education is usually
suspect. Some of the vocationalists and some of the specialists are
contentious of such a curriculum. They point out that general education does not give the students competencies in any one area. One
Eastern dean, I read, said that general education is a "shot gun" approach to college education. A chemistry professor somewhere charged,
"Whenever a student is enrolled in General Education, I know he's
not very bright."
Well, perhaps they're right-but while the chemistry professor's
"bright" students developed cosmetics to make people appear more
beautiful, produced wonderful artificial fabrics to make clothes more
comfortable, compounded many of the wonder drugs to help fight
disease-while they did these things, they also created the atomic
bomb to destroy whole cities, and they dumped chemical waste in
the rivers and streams and polluted the waters. And we've seen the
fumes from the premium gas they've " perfected" pollute the air we
breathe. In short, the bright students in chemistry or physics or any
of the other disciplines have indeed developed their specialties, yet
knowledge of a specialty has done little to correct the social maladies
of society. The divorce rate continues to rise. The relationships between races continues to deteriorate, I feel. Many people are still
hungry. Crime is on the increase. The poor are still with us, and the
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unemployed. For these reasons, and many more too numerous to go
into here, a curriculum in general education is justified. To put it
more succinctly, where the specialists have had a considerable amount
of time to create a better world-of people, not things-and they've
not succeeded, perhaps the generalists deserve a chance.
I want now to get specifically into what I was invited to deal
with, and that was the Tarrant County Junior College program of
general studies-if indeed it is that, which I'm not too sure about,
as I said earlier. I'll let you help me judge.
Our program is for high risk students. Because of the open door
admissions policy, many students who enter community / junior colleges
are low achievers-non-traditional students who have little chance of
achieving academic success in traditional colleges. In an effort to accommodate these high risk students, many community colleges have
initiated special courses or programs, often referred to as developmental or guided or basic or general studies programs. Their primary
objective is the same, and that is to make the open door philosophy
a workable one for the educationally disadvantaged. The general ineffectiveness of many of these compensatory and remedial programs
in past years has been very well documented, I think, by such authors
as John Roueche in a 1968 publication you may have read called,
Salvage: Redirection or Custody?, and then William Moore in a 1970
publication called, Against the Odds. Early programs, primarily preparatory in nature, organized and taught by regular academic departments, were seemingly very poorly planned, probably even more
poorly implemented. Some community colleges are now attempting
to change this picture. A new book by Roueche and Kirk, Catching
Up: Remedial Education, describes several programs which have been
found to be rather successful in increasing the persistence of nontraditional students and in improving academic performance and cultivating positive feelings toward learning.
The Basic Studies Program at Tarrant County Junior College is
included as one of the programs bringing new students into the mainstream of higher education. This program, which I've been associated
with in Fort Worth since 1967, is a block-type vertical-team approach
operating within a separate division in the college, General Studies.
The program is one year in length and, with the exception of physical
education, the courses are taught by the Basic Studies staff. The program attempts to provide a non-threatening environment which promotes the growth and development of each individual student on the
basis of his particular abilities, interests, and personal characteristics.
Simultaneous assistance is given in basic academic skills, personal enrichment, and adjustment to self and society. Students enroll in Basic
Studies on a block schedule basis. Course selections and course times
are pre-determined for rather large groups of students.
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Five sections of approximately twenty students per section are assigned to a team with six faculty members, each of whom teaches a
different subj,ect. This team of five instructors and one counselor is
called a vertical team and is responsible for the experiences of approximately 100 students during their initial year in college. Two such
teams now exist on the South Campus and we have one team on the
Northeast Campus. Included on each team are instructors who would
normally reside in the various academic departments of the college if
no Division of General Studies existed. All of the personnel are staff
members who were hired specifically for the program.
There are several advantages, I think, to the vertical team approach operating within the separate Division. First, there is flexibility in scheduling, which permits allocation of time to activities such
as field trips, and guest speakers, group research, independent study,
group dynamics work, and so forth, since we do more or less control the schedule of the student. Second, the opportunity exists for
strong peer relationships to develop among students within their
groups. Third, a team of instructors gets to know the students on a
personal basis ; instructors and counselors work together to solve
special learning problems which may exist among the students. And
fourth , an interdisciplinary approach to learning is possible when a
team of instructors teach the same students. The five instructors
and the one counselor who comprise the vertical team meet at least
once a week to plan common units of study and to devise appropriate strategies for instruction. And finally, the vertical teams are viewed
by us as educationally sound and mechanically feasible vehicles by
which the program can be expanded without sacrificing personal contact with the students.
The Basic Studies Program consists of six major areas of study.
The curriculum is designed around a humanizing model of education
where the student himself, as much as possible, becomes the center
of the curriculum. Topics for study during the year are based on the
individual , his relationship to society, and contemporary and future
societal issues. It is a full-time program. The subject areas of the
program are integrated through the means of a central theme. For
example, considerable time is spent in the fall semester in a unit of
study called "Who Am I?". In the science class a student studies
his physical, biological self. In Fine Arts Appreciation he studies
elements of art, music, philosophy, drama, religion, and film as they
relate to his own values, attitudes, and beliefs. In Communications, the
emphasis is on improving the writing, speaking, and reasoning skills
of the student as they relate to his communications with others. In
Reading Improvement, efforts are made to improve his basic reading
habits, as well as his enjoyment of reading. In Anthropology he studies
the origin, cultural development, and behavior of man to see the
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socialization process and his relationship to others. In Psychology, the
student examines his own personality development.
During the spring semester, topics include Societal Issues and
Problems, and a unit with which we've had great success called
Society of the Future. Another example of the type of integrative
theme or unit-one actually used in connection with research in
Fort Worth-we call Personality of the City.
Basic Studies is designed so that the student earns 36 semester
hours of credit, all of which count toward the Associate in Arts degree. Should the student choose to transfer, most of these credits are
accepted by four-year colleges and universities.
Admission to Basic Studies is flexible and, we hope, personalized.
No student is forced to enter this program. One may be invited to
enter if he meets all or most of our criteria. We use ACT scores as one
guide for students entering this program. At our school, if we <lon't
use the ACT or high school transcripts, there's really not much for
us to go on. There are people working on better instruments to use
in identifying students who need special kinds of help, special kinds
of programs, and I'm certainly most interested in that-because I
can show you some 0l's on the ACT who succeeded so well that
ACT obviously did not indicate what they could do. Of course, I
like to think that no student is going to be hurt by entering our program and by staying with us-I don't care what he scored on ACT.
I don't think he could be hurt by our program.
The program at South Campus is designed for approximately
200 high risk students. The students who enroll indicate a desire to
obtain the Associate in Arts degree, and possibly to transfer at some
future date-at least that's what they tell us when we talk with
them. Those are their aspirations at that point. A lot of them say
they want to be doctors, lawyers, whatever. So this is basically designed
for students who, at least when they come to our school, say that
they're interested in transfer. Students who wish to pursue technical
and vocational goals are advised to enter other available programs
in the Division of General Studies, technical / occupational programs.
Upon completion of the Basic Studies Program, the student may
go one of four ways ( this is at the end of the one year ) . He may bt>
recommended for a program which can transfer to a four-year college
or university. He may be recommended for a two-year technical / occupational program leading to the Associate in Applied Science degree.
He may be recommended for a \'OCational program, for which he will
receive a certificate. Or he may be recommended for job training
in industry or in the community. Evaluation of the student's progress
and abilities is made by the team with which the student works during the year. In order that this can be done most fairly, the instructors
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in Basic Studies do outline basic performance objectives for each of
the courses.
Instructional packages have been used in an effort to individualize
instruction. Lessons containing factual information have been put on
audio tape and on video tape. Video tape has also been used to teach
and demonstrate discussion skills. Field trips and guest speakers have
brought the student into close personal contact with our community.
Various group techniques are used when feasible; small group discussion is used for most class sessions, but the large lecture group is used
for two or three combined sections of students when an instructor
wishes to give information prerequisite for further work, or when a
guest speaker or a film is utilized at the beginning or completion of a
unit.
In the Roueche and Kirk publication, Tarrant County Junior
College is cited as one of the few institutions that has attempted to
evaluate its developmental program each year and publish an official
report of this evaluation. The Basic Studies staff members seek student evaluations of the program, and also obtain evaluations from
team members, team chairmen ( our equivalent of department chairmen), the Division chairman, and so forth.
At the beginning of the 1972- 73 fall semester, the vertical teams
set some goals for the year, and although the attainment of all of
these goals was probably unrealistic, they did act in some respects as a
measurement of the success of our program.
For example, one of the goals was: Attrition rate on each team not
to exceed 5%. Each of the vertical teams achieved this goal during
both semesters. Research has shown that traditional remedial programs often have attrition rates ranging from 20% to 50%. And
attrition rates below 10% are rare. So our Basic Studies Program has
been consistently successful in keeping students in school through the
total environmental approach.
Another goal that the teams aimed for was that 90% of the fall
semester enrollees would return for the spring semester. In actuality,
between 85% and 86% did come back for the spring term.
Another aim was that approximately 90% of the students would
achieve an overall grade point average of 2.0 ("C" average) or above.
The vertical teams were not quite as successful with this goal as they
were with some of the others-but grade point averages and semester
hours earned by Basic Studies students were significantly higher than
those of students with similar characteristics who elected not to enter
the program.
Students can elect not to enter the program, as I mentioned previously, even though their demographic data, the ACT scores, and past
academic records indicate that they perhaps would have a better
chance of success in our program than in regular academic classes.
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Approximately 80 such students were subject of a follow-up project
to determine their success compared with students who did enter
Basic Studies. Fifty-one percent of the students refusing to enter
Basic Studies earned a 2.0 or above GPA in the fall semester of 1972but the average number of semester hours earned by the total group
was approximately nine or ten hours. Seventy-six percent of the
Basic Studies students earned "C" or better grade point averages in
the fall , with an average of sixteen semester hours earned. (Of
course, there are those who claim that "All that shows is that Basic
Studies is easier." )
Over the entire academic year, 63 % of the students not in Basic
Studies, but eligible, earned GP A's of 2.0 or above , while 81
of
the Basic Studies population had such success. In terms of semester
hours earned overall, the Basic Studies students earned an average of
33 hours, while the other group earned only around 22 semester hours.
In terms of attrition during a given semester, fewer Basic Studies
students dropped out of school than did the other group, but the difference was not that significant. What is significant, I feel , is the percentage of Basic Studies enrollees who returned for the spring semester
( 85 %) . Among the students who did not enter the program, only
approximately 60% returned.
Another goal that the teams set up was to receive pos1t1ve course
evaluations and program evaluations from students at the end of each
semester. Summaries of the evaluations indicate highly positive reaction at the 89% level. Positive reaction included comments on fairness of intructors, field trips, quality of tests, interest of instructors
in individual student problems, and relevance of curriculum. Some
negative reaction was given to some large group lectures, certain
textbooks, and certain instructor teaching styles.
Other goals were: revised syllabi from each instructor and team
at the end of each semester; evidence of improved class attendance by
the students; and regularly scheduled area meetings between teams
( in other words, the two humanities teachers, the two English teachers, etc., on each team would get together- which they now do ) ;
documented evidence of the inclusion of various ethnic-oriented
materials in the different disciplines (we wanted to actually be able to
examine this to see that such materials really were included ) ; documented research on the progress of Basic Studies students in skill areas
of reading and writing, and in improvement in self-concept ( for this
perhaps using a measure such as the Tennessee Self-Concept Test ) .
Certainly one of the important measures of a program's success,
I feel, is how successful its students are after leaving the program.
Roueche and Kirk found that the academic performance of students
in developmental programs did drop after they entered regular college
programs-often due to an abrupt transition from developmental
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studies to traditional college curricula. However, they also mentioned
in the program study that loss of GPA is most slight at our campus,
Tarrant County Junior College. But that doesn't mean that things
are " rosy" there as far as this particular problem. About half of our
students who go into regular programs do "C" work or above on
those courses outside of the program. But 75% of those who go on
achieve a cumulative GPA of "C" or better when Basic Studies course
grades are added to those other course grades.
It might be easy to conclude that, since there is a decline in
academic achievement upon leaving developmental studies programs,
the programs are not doing the job. I'm not so sure. For one thing,
negative faculty expectation could be a major factor. Developmental
students may be encountering some teachers whose value systems are
different from those of their Basic Studies instructors. These teachers
may not yet expect such students to succeed in regular courses, and
students quite often live up to these sorts of expectations. Also, the
student may be returning to a different mode of instruction from what
he had in the developmental program. In fact, perhaps the developmental student is put back into the kind of environment that created
or contributed to his educational deprivation in the first place. It
is also possible that the developmental student has not, upon leaving
the program, developed enough confidence or the necessary mechanical skills needed for success in traditional programs. And this may not
be just reading and writing-it could be the ability to figure out what
the teacher wants. It's a problem that must be dealt with. Perhaps
what is needed is an entire college community built around the assumptions that have produced successful developmental studies
programs.
I'd like to end by briefly going over some components of successful developmental programs as identified in Roueche and Kirk's book
-some of which I agree with , others which I might question. But
this is what those authors came up with, through their research, as
tentative components of success.
( 1) First of all, only instructors who volunteer to teach non-traditional students should be involved in developmental programs.
I agree that that's the way it should be-but in reality, I
know that that can't always happen.
( 2 ) Also, use of new inexperienced teachers should be avoided .
I've seen at our school cases in which the newest teachers
would be assigned the "dummies." ("You handle them this
semester, and we'll get you out of there next semester." ) But
of course the teachers are the heart of the whole matter with
these programs. It takes ones who have developed special teaching skills and a very humanistic philosophy to be successful.
( 3 ) Another key to success is non-traditional instruction. The cur-
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( 4-)

( 5)
( 6)

( 7)

( 8)

( 9)

( IO )

riculum must be designed around the interests of the students
if programs are to overcome the negative feelings and attitudes that many high risk students bring w:th them to the
community college.
Grading policies and practices should be nor.-punitive-yet at
Tarrant County we have as punitive a system as I've ever
seen anywhere.
Instruction should accommodate individual differences-obviously. But how to do this is a good question.
Self-concept de\·elopment is another component of the successful program. It's likely that efforts at positive self-concept
development are closely related to instructional effectiveness.
Recalling Maslow's " hierarchy of needs" brings us back to
consider the special needs of these students. For instance, we
start hassling them about "why aren't you doing well in this
course?"-while at home they're perhaps trying to just survive
from day to day. One student told me the other day, "If my
stepfather finds me, he'll kill me."
Good program image is an idea that includes everything from
giving full college credit for the courses, and seeing that they
apply toward graduation and program certification, to developing effective recruiting and counseling strategies.
The counseling function in developmental programs must be of
real value to the student. The Roueche and Kirk study detected student unawareness of and/ or dissatisfaction with counseling in general. Counselors have a crucial role to play in
such situations, and it may not be in what we think of as their
traditional activities. They can function in many ways other
than by sitting in their offices with office hours, inviting students to come by. I certainly have seen the difference it's made
on our teams when a counselor was part of that team. There
was some talk on our campus about putting our counselors
over with the regular counselors-but the other team members
put up a real squawk. They didn't want the counselors on
their teams taken away. And that had a real impact on the
"higher-ups" at our school.
Probably all of you would agree that institutional commitment
is a must. Often schools receive a government grant or whatever-but the real test comes when that money runs out. Does
the program fold, or is the institution willing to make the
commitment to maintain it?
The idea of separate programs is a very controversial issue.
But, if possible, a separately organized division of, developmental studies should be created with its own staff and administrative head. Now that's the way it should be. But if a
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school has a need for this kind of program, but it's felt that,
"With our low faculty we can't pull people off and put them
in a separate department," I tell them, well , okay. Don't do
that. But don't let tha_t be the excuse for holding back on
developing something for this type of student.
Charles N . J ohnson
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Featured Address

Developing Relationships Between
Two-Year and Four-Year Colleges
By

RICHARD

E.

WILSON

This is a time of crisis, a crisis of immediate and direct concern
to us- to all people who are interested in general education, in liberal
learning, in educating people for a free society, and in the development of liberated, liberal, humane persons .
Examples of the need for such people are all around us: the
Watergate, the resignation of Spiro Agnew, the Mideast War, the
conflicting stories regarding the energy crisis, the environment, the
food supply, the state of the economy, and monetary policy, to mention
but a few.
One obvious consequence of all this is a grO\ving national cynicism
-an almost total disbelief in what our officials assert and vow. For
example, for years my Mother contended that all politicians ,,·ere
crooks-but e\·en she would back off far enough to say that her governor, Otto Kerner, was an honest man. Of course that was before he
was convicted of taking a payoff from racing track people.
More to the point are the recent national polls that re\·ea l only
one-third of the people believe President Nixon is doing a satisfactory
job. And what about former Vice-President Agnew- the law-andorder, the-press-is-the-villain man? And let's not forget the Democrats'
most recent presidential aspirant, Senator McGovern. His 1,000~c
statement is a classic. This reminds me of Art Buchwald's excellent
presentation last October to the American Council on Educa tion. He
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reduced the choice between Nixon and McGovern to this example:
Nixon was the man you were afraid to buy a used car from , and
M cGovern was the man who looked like he had bought one. Again
recalling Buchwald's presentation, he said that McGovern wanted to
run for the presidency in the worst way- and he did.
Relating this to our profession, at times it seems as if we want to
teach students in the worst way-and we do.
What is so disheartening about these events is that people in high
places seemingly have not comprehended the depths of our frustration , dismay and disbelief. An example of this occurred when Gerald
Ford was put forth as the President's choice for the vice presidency.
An editorial in the Washington Post newspaper on Sunday, October
1-1-, accurately summed up the feelings of many people:
You would not have known from the festive glitter and
spirit of " fun" in the East Room that the President was announcing his choice for the 40th Vice President of the United
States because the man he had twice chosen to be the 39th Vice
President had two days earlier left the office in disgrace and
been com·icted of a felony. You would not have known that
this was only the latest evidence of corruption in high places
and of a cynical breach of public trust to which a benumbed
electorate had been treated over many months. Again, you
would not have known that the somber duty of the President,
confronted with a crisis of confidence in government, was to
offer a candidate for consideration of both houses of Congressnot to preside over a ceremony combining the more synthetic
elements of a political convention with the trappings of a state
occasion at least worthy of the ruling house of Ruritania. And
finally, you would not have guessed from the quick and automatic effusions of legislators in both parties that the 25th
Amendment to the Constitution, which authorizes the President to fill vice-presidential vacancies, also imposes upon Congress a heavy responsibility for subjecting his choice to serious,
sustained scrutiny by way of introducing some measure of public
participation in a decision of such enormous potential
consequence . . .
There is nothing laudable or uplifting about this congressional response. What makes it the more dispiriting is the near
certainty that it was precisely in anticipation of such a selfserving, com·entional and narrowly political response that the
President made his choice. So cynicism is compounded. We are
back where we began.
But enough of the crisis of confidence. I suspect all of us have
either seen Jeb McGruder testify at the Watergate hearings or read
about his reference to his liberal education. We know that our institutions, that our work are also suspect- that educators have also fallen
141

from grace. We know that most people view us with suspicion. They
know we are human and, therefore, capable of being selfish, materialistic and self-serving. Mr. Chips is a character that died long ago and
the new stereotypes have us working less and making more, corrupting our young charges with notions of revolution and violence, and
gf'nerally biting the hand of the society that feeds us. So \,·hat arc \,·e
going to do about it?
I suggest we become a part of our communities and abandon , at
least in part, our islands of academe and any foolish notions of
superiority we may still have.
And a good starting place 1s 111 the more than 1,100 community
colleges scattered around the country: colleges presently enrolling
about 3,000,000 people; colleges that constitute the membership of
AACJC ; colleges that still lead the nation in rate of enrollment
growth.

THESES
I propose the following theses:
( l ) General education-the need for it in a democratic society and
for our own personal growth- is recapturing interest and support, especially among older adults.
(2 ) Older adults can more easily relate to problem-focused curricula
or thematic, whole approaches in general education. Disciplines
are too theoretical and unrelated to their world and their
concerns.
(3 ) Community colleges provide the best vehicle- the best delivery
system, if you prefer the contemporary vernacular- for fulfilling
the general education function at the post-secondary level.
( 4 ) Other colleges and universities- the so-called senior institutions
-are best equipped and positioned to assure the success and
continued support of general education by prO\·iding essential
resources (most notably human resources ) and by complementing
the activities of community colleges.
( 5 ) State agencies, such as coordinating or governing boards of higher
education , will insure cooperative efforts among all types of colleges by making critical decisions whene\·er colleges fail to reach
agreement on a division of labor and responsibilities.
In support of these theses, I put forth the following obserrntionssome su pportcd by well-known evidence, others by personal experiences. (And , happily for me, many by Dr. Hodgkinson's keynote
remarks. )

OBSERl 'ATIONS
( 1) Older adults are increasingly interested in education- all kinds
of education , e.g., technical courses to advance their careers.
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(2 )

( 3)

( 4)

(5 )

how-to-do-it courses to get the job done right and save money
in the process, avocational courses to make more enjoyable use
of leisure time, and general education to have a better understanding of "what in the hell is going on," both privately and
publicly. They are concerned, they have not given up hope, and
they aim to change things-if they can only figure out how.
They enroll as part-time students. I estimate that half of the community college enrollment is part-time students. They are older:
several community colleges report average ages of 26 to 28.
According to Professor Malcolm S. Knowles of Boston University,
older adults are more self-directive, are themselves rich resources
for learning, are interested in improving their social roles, want
to apply what they learn to real problems right now. Furthermore, we know that older adult part-time students prefer to participate in educational activities of a short duration close to
home- the closer the better. It is difficult, if not impossible, for
them to travel long distances and devote several days to an educational program. One exception would be if it's part of their
job- but that type of educational program is not our immediate:
concern.
If we accept Maslow's hierarchy of needs, and our own common
sense for that matter, we observe that older adults are more persistent and successful students. They have worked and demonstrated to themselves that they can produce. As a group this has
undoubtedly affected their feelings of self-esteem positively. They
ha\·e experienced the admiration and respect of others. They are
psychologically ready for general education; they recognize the
immediate and long-term values of it; and they are prepared to
spend the necessary time with a high expectation of comprehending and applying the assignments.
Enrollments in colleges have tapered off considerably. As Hodgkinson noted, there is an absolute decline of 17-ycar-olds starting
in 1980. During the last three years, a diminishing rate of high
school grads have matriculated to colleges and many of those
as part-time students. The only other population that can purchase our offerings is the older-adult group.
Community colleges are still growing in numbers and enrollments. In several states 90% of the people are within easy commuting distance of a community college. Community colleges arc
becoming more community-based. They look to their communities for guidance in deciding what programs to offer and where
to offer them. They arc less and less campus bound. The idea
of consumerism is not foreign or offensive to community college
people-they really aim to please. In short, community colleges
as a national movement are ideally located, philosophically
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grounded, and psychologically prepared to meet local needs for
general education. ( I can also add that there are many political
and economic realists in the community college field \\'ho recognize that this is something that will be done, either by community colleges or some other institution. )
(6 ) On the other hand, baccalaureate and graduate degree granting
colleges and uniwrsitics as a group ha\'C' been experiencing enrollment stability. They arc not as strategically located as community colleges. Furthermore, they are not nearly so community
based- gi\'en the same definition used for community colleges.
Their interests arc broader, and rightly so . But they do ha\'e .1
great deal of human talent and other resources that can be invaluable in both de\·eloping and implementing general education
programs. The coupling of the t\\'O types of institutions- community college presenting and managing the programs, and
other colleges and uni\'ersities participating in the de\·elopment
and staffing of the general education programs- could prO\·idc
an unbeatable combination. From my somewhat biased \'ie\\'point,
it looks like a winner-a design that could satisfy the older
adult consumer, the community college teacher, the uni\'ersity
professor, and the cost-conscious state politician. ( Please note that
[ am not suggesting senior colleges and uni\·ersities abandon
their general education concerns for their regular on-campus
students. That is another issue- an internal matter, in my
judgment. )
( 7) Unless you'\'e been asleep for the past fi\·e years, you will haw
noted a steady encroachment of state control O\'C'r higher education. The trend is ob\'ious and there are presently no perceptible
and strong counter trends. I believe the states will continue to
accept responsibility for general education and increasingly so for
adult part-time students. But state officials despise duplication
of sen·ices and they will continually tighten the choke on the
budget to reduce overlap and competition.
(8) A final obser\'ation, and this one is perhaps the most contro\'ersial
and de\'astating to us and other people interested in general
education. There is a widespread view that general or liberal
education has been worse than ineffectual-that it has in fact
undermined the democratic society it \\'as intended to perpetuate. An excellent statement of this \'iew appears in the Summer
issue of Change Magazine. On page 50 the British sociologist,
Stanislav Andreski, states:
Every human society has had elaborate customs and
institutions which \\'ere effccti\·e in instilling into the young
the sentiments necessary for its perpetuation. Now for the
first time in recorded history \ \Tcstern Capitalism offers us
1
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a spectacle of a system which not only has given us altogether the task of mora l education but ac tually employs vast
resources and the means of persuasion of unprecedented
power to extirpate the customs, norms and ideals indispensable for its survival, and to inculcate fundamentall y antisocial a ttitudes which are incompatible with any conceivable
social order. It would be mirac ulous if a social order which
permits such massive antisocialization could fail to destroy
itself.
Addressing the same concerns, the Carnegie R eport entitled The
Purp oses and the Performance of High er Education in the United
States points out that a survey of faculty revealed the following responses tha t could be interpreted as antisocial:
Twenty-seven per cent disagreed with: "In the U.S.A . today
there can be no justification for using violence to achieve
political goals."
Twenty-two per cent agreed with: " Faculty members should
be free on campus to advocate violent resistance to public
authority."
Thirty-three per cent agreed with : "Meaningful social
change cannot be achieved through traditional American
politics."
I mentioned this last observation to underline two points. Cynicism is
a real threat and it should be offset, a t least in part, through general
education. But, a nd this is the second point, can the institution that
i3 normally expected to support the society and offset feelings of cynicism and alienation---can higher education be trusted with the job?
Personally I'm convinced we can do the job and do it well. Furthermore, I think the community colleges have stayed close to their
constituencies, have retained their supportive roles, and have relied
on constructive criticism to improve things. I have detected frustration in community colleges, but it is usually a consequence of impatience, not enough money, and too much to be done in too little time.
Cynics are few and far between in community colleges. All of which
adds up to another reason for entrusting the role of providing general
education for older adults to community colleges.
Before I conclude my remarks, I want to mention a few issues that
are normally raised-issues that strike me as being red herrings.
( 1) General education is really for everyone-not at the same point
in life because interests and circumstances vary. People can learn.
They can learn a great deal more than we frequently expect.
Benjamin Bloom has stated the case well in his excellent monograph, "Learning for Mastery," and Hodgkinson made the same
point in his remarks.
(2) It is easy to get overly concerned with means-such as the audio-
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tutorial approach, non-traditional instruction and the cluster college concept-and ignore ends. There is no best means or
methodology for all learners-a variety, a mix is needed. But, if
you don't have clearly understoond ends-and that could simply
be student satisfaction- the choice of means is immaterial.
/'3 ) The distinction between cognitive and affective learning is a
simplistic duality. They occur simultaneously, they arc interdependent, and, except for conceptual purposes, they are
inseparable.
There is one other issue that persistently crops up whenever representatives of different kinds of post-secondary institutions meet together. And of course I'm referring to the transfer of credits- to
articulation-to inter-institutional mobility. This is one of those knotty
problems that defies generalization and solution for all time . In many
ways it is an illogical problem- it requires the relating of two unknowns with an arbitrary number of dubious significance. Were it
not for our involvement in the credentialing and screening of students, we would call it much ado about nothing. (Also funding is
based on this. )
But we arc stuck with the so-called system and we must make the
best of it. Nationally the trend is toward easier articulation and various devices- such as AACJC's servicemen's opportunity college ideaarc being implemented to allow easy transferability of credits. Since it
is basically an illogical situation , political and economic arguments
can frequently win concessions that logic and reasonableness could
never achieve. For example, a few state agencies have mandated
articulation procedures and standards. Logically, Tarrant County
Community College used its clout producing enrollment figureswhich can easily be translated into dollars and cents-to convince
nearby universities that they should be more friendly and understanding. Personally, I think one argument is as good as another and I'm
inclined to place the burden of proof on the institution CYaluating
the transcript. If a college cannot explain in specific terms what a
student must have in order to get the credit, it has no reasonable basis
for not accepting the credit.
In summary, let me state my firm conviction that the heyday of
general education is coming-thanks to life-long education becoming
a reality. I see all colleges working together to provide this functionthe community colleges serving as the delivery systems and the senior
colleges providing specialized support and resources. It will not happen overnight or easily. The development will be uneven and the
arrangements will vary from state to state.
But it's something that must be done and it's something that we
should do together.
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